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TN RE: PETITION FOR ADMIN. VARIANCE * BEFORE THE

S/8 Murdock Road, 282' E of
Dorking Road

{323 Murdock Road)

9th Electieon District

4th Councilmanic District

*  DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
* OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

¥ (ase No. 95-104-A

Craig R. DeMallie, et ux
Pelitioners

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This matter originally came before the Zoning Commissioner as a

Petition for Administrative Variance. The Petition was filed by the owners

of the property, Craig R. and Suzanne R, DeMallie, who seek relief from
Section 1B02.3.C.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.)

to permit a r%ar yard setback of 39 feet in lieu of the required 50 feet

|
for a proposed addition to the existing dwelling. The subject property

and rellief Sotht are more particularly described on the site plan and
photographs submitted and marked into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibite 1
and 2, respectively.

As a result of receiving numerous requests from neighboring prop~

erty owners, this matter was scheduled for a public hearing to determine

the appropriateness of the relief sought.
Appearing at the hearing on behalf of the Petition were Craig and

Suzanne DeMallie, property owners, Michael and Kathleen Mahoney, adjoining

property owners, Laura Boyce and Gordon and Sandra Rupp, nearby residents

of the area, and Michael Tanczyn, Esquire, attorney for the Petitioners.

Appearing as Protestants in the matter were mumerous other residents from
the surrounding community, including Carol L. Zielke, who resides immedi-

i ately adjacent to the property, J. Donald Gerding, and Honey Holston, all
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of whom testified as spokespersons on behalf of the residents who appeared
in opposition.

Testimony and evidence offered on behalf of the Petitioners was
that the subject property, known as 323 Murdock Road, consists of 0.098
acreg, more or less, zoned D.R. 10.5, and is improved with a single family,
end-of~group townhouse dwelling and a detached, two-car garage as more
particularly described on Petitioner's Exhibit 1. The property is located
in the Rodgers Forge Community just south of Towson off of York Road. The
Petitioners are desirous of constructing a 10' x 15" addition to the rear
of the dwelling to increase the size of the existing kitchen, which is
presently small and does not provide a seating area. Because the proposed
addition will extend into the required 50-foot rear yard setback, the
requested variance is necessary in order to proceed as proposed.

Mr. DeMallie testified that he and his wife purchased the subject
property in 1992 at which time it was in deplorable condition. He testi-
fied that since that time, they have made extensive improvements, both
inside and out to beautify and enhance the value of their home. Mr.
DeMallie offered into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit 2 numercus photo-
graphs of his home depicting its present improved conditicn. He also
submitted as Petiticner's Exhibit 4 additional photographs of improvements
that have been made to other homes in this community.

Mr. DeMallie testified that prior to purchasing their property, he
and his wife investigated the Rogers Forge community to determine whether
or not other homeowners had constructed rear additions onto their homes.
Having seen several similar additions on other homes, the Petitioners
balieved it would be acceptable and appropriate to build an add&tion onto

their home. Mr. DeMallie testified concerning the proposed addition and



offerad as Petitioners' Exhibit 3A, a folder containing several photographs
of other similar additions in his community. The firset two pictures in
this folder depict an addition similar to that whieh the Petitioners pro-
pose to construct. Mr. DeMallie testified that his addition will sit
approximately 3 feet from the common property line shared with the 2Zielke
family whe are the primary Protestants in this matter.

Mr. DeMallie testified that prior to applying for his building

permit for this addition, he talked with several of his neighbors to deter-—

mine whether the proposed addition would be acceptable to them. He testi-~

fied that he spoke with Mr. Zielke as well as the Smiths and the Mahoneys,
who also reside in the community, and that he received the support of his
immediate neighbors at that time. However, he noted that the support he

initially received from Mr. Zielke has now turned into opposition by vir-

tue of their request for a public hearing. Mr. DeMallie testified that he

has already invested approximately $210,000 to remodel the existing kitchen
and now wishes to add the proposed addition to provide a seating area. He

testified that the estimated cost of the proposed addition will be approxi-

mately $14,000 with an additional $2,000 for new flooring in both the

kitchen and addition. Further testimony revealed that there are no cove-
nants or restrictions that are applicable to this townhouse community in

that whatever covenants and restrictions were applicable expired in 1960.

Therefore, the Petitioners need only the granting of this wvariance in

order to proceed with the proposed addition.

Testifying in support of the Petitioners' request was Michael

szahoney, who resides in the end-of-group townhome on the west side of the

DeMallie property. Mr. Mahoney testified that he has no objections to the

proposed addition and is supportive of the improvements the DeMallies have

&
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made to their home. He testified that he believes it is important to
accommodate young families such as the Petitioners in order to keep Rogers
Forge an attractive and successful neighborhood that will attract individu-
als with high living standards such as the DeMallies. Further testimony
revealed that +the subject property had been vacant for approximately two
years prior to its purchase by the DeMallies.

As stated previously, many residents from the Rogers Forge commui-
nity appeared in opposition to the Petitioners' request. Donald Gerding,
a representative of the Board of Governors of the Rogers Forge Comminity
Association, appeared and testified in opposition to the Petitioners'
request. Mr. Gerding testified that one of the keys to Rogers Forge being
a success is the architectural uniformity that exists within the community.
He testified that his Association has fought hard to maintain this unifor-
mity and that the proposed addition would be ocut of character with other
townhomes in Rogers Forge. Mr. Gerding believes that the proposed addi-
tion will adversely affect the character and value of the other properties
in Rogers Forge.

Upon cross-examination, Mr. Gerding argued that the DeMallies
chose to purchase the subject property in a townhouse community and were
aware that open gpace is at a premium. He believes that the Petitioners
are attempting to make their home something it was never intended to be.
He believes that the Petitioners should be required to live in the home
that wag afforded to them at the time of their purchase. He further be-
lieves that +the proposed addition was chosen as a matter of preference
rather than as a necessity.

Also appearing and testifying in opposition to the Petitioners'

request was Carol Zielke, attached adjoining property owner who will be
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most affected by the proposed addition. Mrs. Zielke testified that she
has vesided on her property for the past 19 years. She addressed the
issue raised concerning other additions in her community and testified
that many of these additions were probably built illegally. She believes,

however, that these additions only represent a small percentage of the

homes in this community and that the majority of homes in Rogers Forge are
without additions. She further testified that most of the additicns con-
sist mainly of enclosing the rear porch area. Mrs. Zielke testified that
the Petitioners' proposal is not representative of what has been done to
other homes in Rogers Forge.

Mrs. 2Zielke further testified that in her cpinion, the proposed

addition is for the convenience of the DeMallies rather than a necessity

out of hardship or practical difficulty and believes that the proposed

addition would adversely affect her use and enjoyment of her property.

Mrs. Zielke testified that there already exists a garage in the rear yard
of the subject property and the proposed addition will practically create a
wall over 75% of the common property line she shares with the Petitioners.
It is to be noted that the proposed addition will be located within 10
feet of the existing garage. Wrs. Zielke believes the proposed addition
will impede the free-flow of air to her property and reduce the quality of
summer breezes she presently enjofs. She also believes it would adversely
affect +the wventilation she currently enjoys in her kitchen area and wilil
block sunlight from coming in through her kitchen and dining room windows.
Mrs. Zielke further testified that the only light which presently
comes into her home is through the front and rear windows and doors due to
her inside-group location. She believes that the proposed addition on the

subject property would have even more adverse consequences upon her living
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conditions. Furthermore, she testified that the Petitioners propose to
install a window air conditioner on the side of the proposed addition
adjacent to her rear porch and kitchen area. BShe testified that this air
conditioning unit will be both noisy and will blow hot ailr into her home
due to its close proximity to the rear of her home. 8he believes that
this will also adversely affect fhe gquality of life she and her hushand
currently enjoy.

Mr. & Mrs, Zielke also prepared a model of their property and the
DeMallie property with the improvements shown thereon. Testimony indicat-
ed that the model was made to scale and was done so to show the obitrusive
nature of the proposed addition. While the model was not accepted into
evidence, it was used for demonstrative purposes to show what the proposed
addition would laock like in relation to existing improvements on these
properties.

Several other vresidents from the surrounding cémmunity offered
testimony in opposition to the Petitioners' request. Much of their testi-
mony reiterated that already offered by Mr. Gerding and Mrs. Zielke. Xt
was clear from the testimony that most of the residents who appeared at
the hearing are opposed to the proposed additiom.

At the end of the hearing, I indicated to all parties present
that I would make a site visit to the property to better familiarize wmy-
self with conditions on the property as they presently exist. A site
inspection of the area was performed and was beneficial to my rendering a
decision in this matter. I also afforded the Petitioners' attorney as
Qx’well as the Protestants present at the hearing an opportunity ko submit

written memoranda concerning their respective positions in this matter, T
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subsequently received a memorandum from Mr. Tanczyn and many letters from
members of the surrounding community regarding their respective positions.
After due consideration of all of the testimony and evidence
presented at the hearing, as well as the personal site inspection T made
to the property, and in consideration of the written memoranda received
from both sides on this issue, I am persuaded that the requested variance
should Ybe denied. I find that the Petitioners have failed to satisfy the
burden imposed upon them to prove practical difficulty and/or unreasonable
hardship to Justify a granting of the variance. I find that the proposed
addition will impose upon the adjoining property owners, particularly the
Zielke family, and is out of character and does not conform to the other
homes in the Rogers Forge community. It appears that the Petitioners'
request is more a matter of preference as opposed to a practical difficul-
ty. Furthermore, I believe that a granting of this variance would adverse-
ly affect the health, safety and general welfare of the Rogers Forge commu-
nity. Much of the charm and character offered by this neighborhood is its
architectural uniformity which is evident throughout the community. While
there are some breasks in that uniformity, these examples are the exception
rather than the rule. Testimony indicated that additions constitute only
approximately 2% of the houses in Rogers Forge. Furthermore, it is not

clear how many of those additions were built with valid Baltimore County

1 'q building permits.

The photographs submitted by the Petitioners show that they take
great pride in their home and have made substantial improvements to further
“\enhance its value. It is obvious that they have invested substantial time
and money into their property and should be commended for their efforts.

However, when one chooses to purchase and live in a townhouse community,




one must also realize that the potential for expansion is very limited,
due to the lack of open space afforded to all those who own townhomes. As
gseveral of the Protestants testified, it appears the DeMallies are trying
to make this property into something it is not. This is not a community
of single family dwellings on one-half acre lots where additions of this
nature are more common. The adverse effects that would be realized if the
variance were granted are too great and would jeopardize the character and
integrity of this community. Thus, the variance requested must be denied.

Pursuant to the advertising, posting of the property and public
hearing on this Petition held, and for the reasons set forth above, the
relief requested must be denied.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for
Baltimore County this /13'*{ day of January, 1995 that the Petition for
Variance seeking relief from Section 1B02.3.C.1 of the Baltimore County
Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) to permit a rear yard setback of 39 feet in
lieu of the required 50 feet for a proposed addition to the existing kitch-

en, in accordance with Petitioner's Exhibit 1, be and is hereby DENIED.

Moot o

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
TMK:b]js for Baltimore County

ORDER |
Peiz
By
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Baltimore County Government
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

Suite 112 Courthouse

400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204 (410) 887-4386

January 13, 1995

Michael Tanczyn, Esquire
606 Baltimore Avenue, Suite 106
Towson, Maryland 21204

~ RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE

s/8 Murdock Road, 282' E of Dorking Road

(323 Murdock Road)

9th Election District - 4th Councilmanic District
Craig R. DeMallle, et ux - Petitioners

Case No. 95-104-A

Dear Mr. Tanczyn: !
|
Enclosed please find a copy of the decision renderedf in the
above-captioned matter. = The Petition for Variance has been denied in
accordance with the attached Order. '

: In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavor-
able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appeals within
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further information on
filing an appeal, please contact the Zoning Administration and Development

Management office at 887-3391. i
|
Very truly yours,

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
TMK:bijs . for Baltimore County
cc: Mr. & Mre. Craig R. DeMallie, 323 Murdock Road, Baltimore, MA. 21212
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Zielke, 325 Murdock Road, Baltimore, Md. £1212
Mr. J. Donald Gerding, 335 0ld Trail Road, Baltimore, Md. 21212
|
Ms., Honey Holston, 94 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore, Md. 21212

Mr. & Mrs. Gerard Dolan, 71 Murdock Road, Baltimore, Md. 21212

People's Counsel; Fa#g

Prinlod with Soyboan Ink
on Racycled Papar



IN RE: 1 BEFORE THE

{ Petition for Variance to * ZONING COMMISSIONER
Provide a Rear Yard Setback

: of 38 feet in Lieu of the * FOR BALTIMORE CQUNTY

' Required 50 feet.

! *

! CRAIG R. and SUZANNE R,

{ DeMALLIE, Petitioners *

| 323 Murdock Road

i Baltimore, MD 21212 * Case No. 95-104A

‘% * * * * * * * * % * * * *

PETITIONERS’ MEMORANDUM

FACTS

The Petitioners by deed in 1992 purchased 323 Murdock
Road in fee for a sum in excess of $135,000.00. Since that time
they have made expenditures for improvements in the amount of
:$22,l60.00, excluding any funds for the requested exterior
breakfast room, but including $10,363.00 for improvements to the -
skitchen area, prior to the time of hearing. Covenants made
November 16, 1938 and recorded in the Land Records of Baltimore
ECounty in Liber 1047, folio 368, for the area in which this
iproperty is located expired October 31, 1960 by its own term as
stated in the Covenants (p., 372).

The testimony of both Petitioners and Protestants
igenerally praised the work done by the DeMallies as being of high

iquality and tasteful as documented in the photographic exhibits

presented to the Deputy Zoning Commissioner at the hearing. Mr.




: DeMallie’s testimony, corroborated by his wife through proffer,
i was in summary that, prior to purchasing this home, they had
inspected the home and observed that the kitchen appeared to be

the original kitchen, approximately 8 feet wide by 15 feet long;

and they had planned, even before purchasing the house, to

renovate the kitchen, They also observed throughout the

Ecommunity of Rodgers Forge where they were looking numerous
similar rear additions in this townhome community.

The home they purchased is an end of group and, through

various documentary photographic evidence, they showed the

» dimensions of their proposed addition for a sun or breakfast room

%without appliances or cooking outside the original kitchen area.
é Before undertaking the substantial renovation to the
zexisting kitchen involving purchasing modern larger appliances

iand additional appliances not provided in the original kitchen
iand detailed in the photographic evidence for their existing
gkitchen area entered in evidence, they consulted with their
iimmediate neighbors and were given assurances that their
gneighbors had no objections to the addition proposed for the rear

%of the home.

| They then contacted the Community Association and were
Etold that their addition could not be approved, principally
%because of the existence of covenants allegedly in force for the
éarea. When they investigated and found that there were no

H
!
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covenants in force, they went to Baltimore County and filed the
instant petition requesting a variance of 38 feet from the
existing 50 feet from the rear vard.

The existing improvements in the community, dating back
to original construction in this area of Rodgers Forge, include
masonry single and double garages in the rear of the yards.
| Mr. DeMallie authenticated drawings as well as pictures
gof typical or similar proposed additions by the same contractor

they had employed by the renovation to their kitchen and which

their relatives had employed to build a similar addition.
. Numerous examples abound in the documentary evidence of
§other existing rear yard improvements to accomplish the same

{

purpose to expand the existing kitchen within Rodgers Forge were
admitted into evidence, including at least one where the variance
twas granted by the Zoning Commissioner and the County Board of
Appeals for Baltimore County.
| ISSUES

Is the Petitioners’ requested variance from area
regulation by existing conditions which are peculiar with the
land or structure properly granted where strict compliance with
the Zoning Regqulations would result in practical difficulty on

the facts before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner?

ARGUMENT

Considering the request of the Petitioners, it should be




first noted that the wvariance requested is from area setback
requirements rather than a use variance, In the law, a use
variance is one which changes the character of a zoned district

while an area variance does not. Anderson v, Board of Appeals,

Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Md.App. 28, 322 A.2d 220 (1974).

In this case the residential character of the community

. wWwill be maintained and the Petitioners seek only to make use of

their home as it was intended, as a residence, without increasing
any residential density capacity by their requested addition.

Cases considering an area variance under the existing case law

Ehold that generally an area variance 1s less drastic than a use

variance when requested and so the burden placed on one seeking
an area variance is less than the burden placed on one seeking a
use variance., Anderson (supra)

The Petitioners submitted, in addition to the oral
testimony of Mr. DeMallie, signed statements of support from
numerous neighbors including in the case of the Hardy family a
reversal of position from the letter previously written and in
the Deputy Zoning Commissioner’s file based on a prior
misunderstanding of what was proposed by the DeMallies. Once the
Hardys understood the proposal they expressed their support for
the DeMallies.

The neighbors on one side of the DeMallies were in full

i support of the proposal, but on the other side the Zielke’s
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i appeared through Mrs. Carol Zielke. She stated that her concerns
| were as to shadow, noise from an air conditioner, and
%interference with air. The Zielke home was the second home in on
;the group next to the DeMallies at 325 Murdock Road. On cross-
%examination Ms. Zielke admitted that the model constructed was

. not representative of the proper dimensions and existing

conditions at the site and included an elevation based on their
misunderstanding of what was proposed in the DeMallie’s plans

submitted for the Commissioner as far as the rear elevations of

ithe proposed improvement.

She also expressed concerns about any cooking being
done in the improvement which were addressed by Mr. DeMallie’s
testimony that no cooking was proposed to take place within the
improvement.

She admitted that her kitchen window had been painted
shut for years and was never opened and that the air conditioner
in her rear dining room window made noise as well,

Mrs. Zielke showed a picture showing the shadow thrown

by the existing masonry garage which fell short of her steps to

her back porch, which was taken before the installation of a six

foot privacy fence between the Petitioners’ property and the

Zielkes’ property.

She acknowledged the existence of a six foot privacy

fence at the rear of her property which had been there since




pefore she and her husband moved to the property, approximately
19 years ago, and which she believed was in need of replacement.

Additional photographs were taken by the Petitioners to

! show the improvements as situated in the respective back yards.

The testimony of the Petitioners was that any shadows cast would
not be cast across the neighbor’s window areas from the
improvement due to the rglative height of the proposed
improvements and the offsets from the common property line
incorporated by the Petitioners in the design to avoid that
effect.

The Deputy Zoning Commissioner agreed to go out and
visit the properties prior to rendering any decision.

As the Deputy Zoning Commissioner is very much aware,
the distinction to be drawn between the factual case in Anderson

v. Board of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, is that the

ordinance in Calvert County required proof of both practical

| difficulty and (emphasis supplied) unnecessary hardship, not just

proof of practical difficulty as may be done under the Baltimore
County Zoning Ordinance,

In fhis case the practical difficulty encountered by
the Petitioners is that, after securing approval and after seeing
physical evidence of other improvements of a similar character,
and perhaps of lesser quality, than that proposed by the

DeMallies in existence in Rodgers Forge, they went ahead with




renovation of their kitchen., They wish to retain a formal dining
room, which they have c¢reated through substantial money and a lot
of hard work as documented in the photos.

The proposed improvement will merely allow them a place

to sit down and enjoy their meals and their backyard, will not

! increase density, will not impact on light and air on their part

Eof any neighbors, and therefore the Petitioners have met their

Eburden to show that the restriction requiring a 50 foot rear

gsetback, if strictly construed, would unreasonably prevent them
from using their property for a permitted purpose; namely,
residential use.

The grant of this variance would do substantial justice

; to them as well as to other property owners in the immediate

community. Anderson v. Board of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake

Beach (supra). Mclean v, Soley, 270 Md, 208, 310 A.2d 783.

SUMMARY
Petitioners respectfully request the Deputy Zoning
Commissioner approve the variance as requested for the authority

given.

Respectfully submitted,

J%g&mii sl A S
MICHAEL P. TANE’ N, ESQ.

606 Baltimore Avenue, Suite 106
Towson, Maryland 21204
Telephone; (410} 296-8823
Attorney for the Petitioners




I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregolng was
mailed, postage prepaid, to J. Donald Gerding, Esquire, 335 0ld

Trail, Baltimore, Maryland,

21212,

attorney for the Protestants.

bmHAEL S. }ALII\T%%N\I\LJ ESQ.




Law Offices
MICHAEL P. TANCZYN, P.A.

Suite 106, 606 Baltimore Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 296-8823 - (410) 296-8824

Fax: (410)296-8827 '
Computer Fax: (410) 296-2848

"

e

December 12, 1994

Honorable Timothy Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Old Courthouse

400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Re:  Case NO. 95-104-A
323 Murdock Road
Dear Mr. Kotroco:
Enclosed herewith, per your instructions, is the Memorandum of the Petitioner for your

consideration in this matter.

Very truly yours,

W

Michael P. Tanczyn

MPT/ed
Enclosure

cc.  Mr. J. Donald Gerding
Mr. & Mrs. Craig DeMallie



I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was .
mailed, postage prepaid, to J, Donald Gerding, Esquire, 335 Old
Trail, Baltimore, Maryland, 21212, attorney for the Protestants. *
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Petition for Administrative Variance
T5—10%~ A

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

for the property located at 1 323 Murdock Road
which iy presently zoned pR 10.5

This Petition shali be filed with the Office of Zoning Adminlstration & Development Management.
Tha undersigned, logal owner{s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached

hereto and made a part hereof, hereby pefition for a Variance from Section(s}
1B02.3.C.1 ——— To allow a rear yard sethack (for an addition) of 39 feet
in lieu of the required 50 feet.

of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the Zoning Law of Baltimare County; for the following reasons: (indicate hardship or

practical difficuity) :
The current kitchen size is not large enough to both accommodate

tgday's modern appliances and maintain a comfortable eating area.
Since numerous similar structures already exist throughout the
neighborhood, without detriment to public safety and welfare, the
spirit of the ordinance is sure to remain intact.

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

I, o we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance advertising, posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are te
be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimare County.

! |AWe do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penaities of perjury, that liwe are the
legal owner{s} of the property which is the subject of this Petition.
Legal Owneris)’

Craig R. DeMallie

{Type or Print Name)

{Type ar Print Name)
+ R. m%
7

Signature

Contract Purchaser/{ essee:

Signature
Suzanne R, DeMallie
Address (Fype or Print Name)
City State Zipcode Signature
Attarney for Patitioner: ) 5 Work ; 24 7 5075
323 Murdock Rd. (Home) 377-6162
{Type or Pnnt Name) Address Phane No
Baltimore, Maryland 21212
City State Zipcode
gnature Name, Address and phone number of represemiative o be comlaclad,
Craig R. DeMallie
hddrass Phone Ne. Name ] )
323 _Murdock R4 o 247-5075
City State Zipcade Address , Phone No.

™

T
Public Rearing having keen requested and/or [ound to be requirad, itis ordered by the Zoning Commissionar of Batlimore County, this __ doy ot
thal the subject maiter of this palilion be set for a public hearing , edvertised, os required by ihe Zoning Regulafions of Bgllimore County, In two newspapers of general

clrculalion ihroughoul Boltimore County, and ihol Ihe properly be reposted, ‘

19

" loning Commissioner ot Baltimore County

i;EM w 105

- G -E
____ DA 9 lf.’_.,l_l‘{ @ Prinled with Saybean Ink

REVIEWED BY: N
on Recycled Paper
- -
ESTIMATED POSTING DATE __ / 9 2 2,4 -
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Af f ldaV]-t ;lllrtlilsn‘;lt)ll;(s)tr:tive Variance

The undersigned hereby affirms under the penalties of perjury to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, as follows:

That the information herein given is within the personal knowledge of the Affiant(s) and that Afflant(s) is/are competent to
testify thereto in the event that a public hearing is scheduled in the future with regard thereto,

That the Afﬁam(s)‘dom!do presently reside at 323 Murdock Rd.

address ‘
Baltimore, Maryland 21212
City State Zip Goda

That based upon personal knowledge, the following are the facts upon which Iwe base the request for an Administrative
Variance at the above address: (indicate hardship or practical difficuty)

The current kitchen size is not large enough to both accommodate

today's modern appliances and maintain a comfortable eating

area. Since numerous similar structures already exist

throughout the neighborhood, without detriment to public safety

and welfare, the spirit of the ordinance is sure to remain

intact.

That Affiant(s) acknowledge(s) that if a protest is filed, Affiant(s) will be required to pay a reposting and advertising fee and
may be required to provide additional information, ;

(% R. LeWalle

Craig R. DeMalllie

{type of pnnt name)}

STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY OF BALTIMORE, to wit;

I HEREBY CERTIFY, this t: S day of W‘Q/ .19 QY, before me, a Notary Public of the State
a

of Maryland, in and for the County aforesaid, person ppeared
ém@ P e fallie v ngze?mr £ e afpe

the Affiants(s) herein, personally known or salisfactorily identified to me as such Affiantt(s), and made oath in due form of law
that the matters and facts hereinabove set forth are true and correct 1o the best of hishet/their knowledge and belief,

Suza#ne R. DeMallie

ftyp® or print name)

AS WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal.
7 ‘
- [3-94
date NOTARY P .

‘\Q.“llgslu,
°‘$‘:@’4 6‘45 6‘% My Commission Expires: L/’? -4 é’

’3’ ....““‘...'-. @‘
NOTARY %

[ N
? ..o'"cnu-";‘;‘\’{;\‘e
2, T OV
qm"ﬁﬁéﬁu“»
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ZONING DESCRIPTION FOR 323 MURDOCK ROAD

That parcel of ground situate in Baltimore County, Maryland and
desgcribed as follows, that is to say:

Beginning on the south side of Murdock Road at the distance of
two hundred eighty two feet easterly from the southeast corner of
Murdock and Dorking Road and at a point where the south side of
Murdock Road is intersected by a line drawn midway between the
house on the lot and that on the lot adjoining thereto on the west;

Thence easterly binding on the south side of Murdock Road
forty feet to a point in a line with the center of the partition
wall there situate;

Thence goutherly to and through the center of gaid partition
wall and continuing the same course in all one hundred ten feet to
the north side of an alley fifteen feet wide;

Thence running westerly binding on the north side of said
alley thirty seven feet sgeven inches to intersect the
aforementioned line drawn midway between the house on the lot and
that on the lot adjoining thereto on the west;

Thence north binding on said line one hundred ten feet to the
place of beginning.
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
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Towsen, Maryland
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, MD..._.___D_CZk-—_'ZAD_-, 16)]_"(/_

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published

in Towson, Baltimore County, Md., once in gach of _\___ successiv

weeks, the first publication appearing on ( Zﬂ 2& .19 .
THE JEFFERSONIAN,
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REQUEST FOR HEARING

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY:

Ra: Case Humber: qgmlO‘-[—’“ﬁ'
Petitioner{s): YY\O + Mg, (:‘X‘Ck“\ ﬁbe Ma l ‘

Locationt oo E&,H-i mote, ﬂ]a

A4 DJQ.

1/¥E, jbﬂald\ L. C:ﬂ SSATT S:%e:ﬁ\._\/ CP}S‘SQTT

Nama(s)  —m-oee {TYPE ON PRINT)

{}()Legal Oownere { )} Residents, of

320 Mocdectk RA.

Addreas

"& [”[’!W&f‘&} M4, I

Clty/State/Iip Code Phone

which is located approximately Q0SS f":'l_(‘ce'r feat from the
property which is the subject of the above petition, do hereby Eformally

requegt that a public hearing be set in this matter.

LM‘M& @&MW 10 ~2-24

%éajz[’b Q&M o 7 -2
" -Bighature o __ Date
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REQUEST FOR HEARING

TC THE ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY:

Re: Case Number: 95 — O ~A
Potitioner{s): < S ; : ’ [ MC&,\\\Q
Locationt 6&%, M\J‘Q‘ 4'\" 2.\1.«\:).—

LETEX 432

1/¥E, S o\ oo A \\ovm D Vet

Nome(s) —ecnee {TYCE DR PRINT)
(\A!..egal Owners (?Q} Residents, of

299 Muedoe &« RO

Address

Bl D aAa\a

City/State/Iip Coda Phone

which is located approximately i; ; N feor trom thew =

pruparty whinh 16 the aubject of the above patition, do hercby formally

request that a public hearing be set in this matter.

%’ijamg O bém\ Oyfon 81194

Date

Signfature.
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®
' REQUEST FOR HEA

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY:
Re:  Case Humber: qg"“)u' -'A
Petitioner(s): _Mr¥Mrs Coraic De Mallie
Location: 223% MUrﬂooL‘J 22 Balbrere MD 21212

LALET R

e, Adries  Rothschild

Home(s)  omun {1YPE 1R PHINT)

(\/)Legal Ovners {' )} Reaidents, of

322 Donkivk Road

Address
Ballhmor, MD 21212 (410) 3979-249(0
City/State/2ip Code N Phone
which 18 located approximately \_&’ feat from the

property which is the subject of the above petition, do hereby formally

requast that a public hearing be set in this matter.

-“f‘-"f Alpisn D/ﬂusd\h Jb!:bf%

- Signature © © Date

Siwtuf . Date
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REQUEST FOR HEARING

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIHORE COUNTY:

Ra; Case Mumber: 95-104-A
Petltioner(s);Mr. & MI‘S. Craig DeMallie

Location: 323 Murdock Road, Balto.MD 21212

I T

EDWARD J. & HELEN A. AMENT
Nama(2}) - {TYPE (R PRINT)

X/,

{X )egal Owners { ) Resldents, of

331 MURDOCK ROAD

Adedreas
BALTIMORE, MD. 21212 (410)277-8870
City/State/Zlp Coda Phane
which 18 located approximately &0 feet from the

property which la the subject of the above petition, do hereby formally

request that a public hearing he set in this matter.

[ 10/9/94

Slgnaturs Date

ol P st 10/9/94

Signature Date
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Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration

and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204 (410) 887-3353

TZONING HEARING ADVERTISING AND POSTING REQUIREMENTS & PROCEDURES

Baltimore County Zoning Regulations require that notice be given to

the general public/neighboring property owners relative to property
which is the subject of an upcoming zoning hearing. For those petitions
which require a public hearing, this notice is accomplished by posting
a sign on the property and placement of a notice in at least one
newspaper of general circulation in the County.

This office will ensure that the legal requirements for posting and
advertising are satisfied. However, the petitioner is responsible for
the costs assqciated with these requiremaents.

PAYMENT WILL BE MADE AS FOLLOWS:

1) Posting fees will be accessed and paid to this office at the
time of filing.

2) Billing for legal advertising, due upon receipt, will come
from and should be remitted directly to the newspaper,
NON-PAYMENT OF ADVERTISING FEES WILL STAY ISSUANCE OF ZONING ORDER.

ARNOLD JABLON, DIRECTOR

e A e A e Yem e B W e e M W WY TE R ey e e S o T A T e M M W e ey o M b ki TS e e e Y W

For newspaper advertising:
Ttem No.: /OS5 : R S

Petiticner: Craig and Suzanne DeMallie

Location: 323 Murdock Road

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

NAME: Craig and Suzanne DeMallie

ADDRESS: 323 Murdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212

PHONE NUMBER: H:377-6162 W:247-5075 (Craigq)

AJ:ggs '
{Revised 04,09,/93)

2.0 |z

Punied on Aneyeini Papsr



Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue :
Towson, MD 21204 (410) 887-3353

OCTOBER 14, 19%4

NOTICE OF HEARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by awthority of the Zoning Act and Regulations of Baltimore
County, wll1l hold a public hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue in Towson, Maryland 21204
or
Room 118, 01d Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenus, Towsan, Maryland 21204 as follows:

CASE NUMBER: 95-104-A {Item 105)

323 Murdock Road

§/9 Murdock Road, 282" E of SEC Murdock and Dorking Road
4th Eleetion District -~9th Councilmanic Distriet

Legal Owner: Craig R. DeMallie & Suzanne R. DeMallie

HEARING: THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 1994 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 106, County Office Building.

Variance to allow a rear yard setback (for an addition) of 39 feet in lieu of the required 50 feet.

Arnold J@ﬁM\J

Director

cet Craig and Suzanne DeMallie
Donald and Betty Cagsatt
Adrien Rothschlld

John and Norma O'Hara

H. Ronald and Carol Zielke

NOTES: (1) ZOWING SIGN & POST MUST BE RETURNED TO RH. 104, 111 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE ON THE HEARING DATE.
(2) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECTAL ACCOMMODATIONS PLEASE CALL 387-3353.
(3) FOR INFORMATION CONCERING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT THIS OFFICE AT 887-3391.

Qi']‘—)@ Printed wilh Soybean Ink

on Recycled Papor !



111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

i

|

Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

SEPTEMBER 30, 1994
NOTICE OF CASE NUMBER ASSIGNMENT
TO: Craig and Suzanne DeMallie

323 Murdock Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Re: CASE NUMBER: 95-104-A (Ttem 105} .
323 Murdock Road Toriine
§/8 WMurdock Road, 282' E of SEC Murdock and Ruskdng Road ¢

Please be advised that your Petition for Administrative Zoning Vaeriance has been assigned the abave case
number. Contact made with this office regarding the gtatus of this case should reference the case pumber and
be directed to 887-3391. This notics also serves as a refresher regarding the administrative process.

1) Your property will be posted on or before October 2, 1994. The clozing date (October 17, 1994) is the
deadline for a neighbor to file a formal request for a public hearing. After the closing date, the :file will
be reviewed by the Zoning or Deputy Zoning Commissioner. They may (a) grant the requested relief, (b) deny the
requested relief, or (c) demand that the matter be set in for a public hearing. You will receive written
notification as to whether or not your petition has been granted, denied, or will go to public hearing.

2) 1In cases requiring public hearing (whether due to a neighbor's formal request or by Order of the
Commissioner), the property will be reposted and notice of the hearing wiil appear in a Baltimors County
newspaper. Charges related to the reposting and newspaper advertising are payahle by the patitioner(s}.

3) Please be advised that you must return the sign and post to this office. They may be returned after the
closing date. Failure to returm the sign and post will result in a $60.00 charge.

PLEASE UNDERSTAND THAT ON THE DATE AFTER THE POSTING PERIOD, THE
PROCESS IS NOT COMPLETE. THE FILE MUST GO THROUGH FINAL REVIEW. ORDERS
ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR DISTRIBUTION VIA PICK-UP. WHEN READY, THE ORDER
WILL BE FORWARDED TO YOU VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL.

Arnold Jablon
Director

firintod wilh Soybean Ink

on Recycled Papor )

(410) 887-3353



(ﬂnuﬁtg Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
(410) 887-3180

Hearing Room - Room 48
01ld Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue

May 15, 1995
NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT

NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND SUFFICIENT
REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE IN WRITING AND IN
STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(b). NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE
GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF SCHEDULED HEARING DATE
UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(c), COUNTY COUNCIL BILL
NO. 59"79.

CASE NO. 95-104-A CRAIG R, DeMALLIE, ET UX -Petitioners
S/s Murdock Road, 282 feet East of Dorking
Road (323 Murdock Road)
gth Election District
4th Councilmanic District

VAR -To permit a rear yard setback of 39 feet
' in lieu of required 50 feet for proposed
addition to existing dwelling.

1/13/85 -D.2.C.'s Order in which Petition for
Variances isg DENIED.

ASSIGNED FOR: THURSDAY, JULY 27, 1995 at 10:00 a.m.

cc: Michael P. Tanczyn, Esquire Counsel for Appellants /Petitioners
Mr. & Mrs. Craig R. DeMallie Appellants /Petitlioners
Newton A. Williams, Esquire Counsel for Protestants

(M/M Zielke, et al)
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Zielke
Mr. J. Donald Gerding
Ms. Honey Holston
Mr. & Mrs. Gerard Dolan
Ms. Norma Jean O'Hara .
Mr. C. Carroll Miller, Jr. -

Mr. Charles Calvert D, E@&?ﬂ\?}éﬁﬂ

People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Pat Keller )
Lawrence E. Schmidt WAY 17 1995

Timothy M. Kotroco
W. carl Richards, Jr< /ZADM ;EfJGKE:)
Docket Clerk /ZADM- ﬁvi

Arnold Jablon, Director /ZADM

Kathleen C. Weidenhammer
Administrative Assistant

Q\: 2 Printed with Soybaan knk
on Racviled Paper
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@Qounty Board of Appeals of Bultimore County

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
(410) 887-3180

August 2, 1995

NOTICE OF DELIBERATION

Having concluded the hearing in this matter on July 27, 1995, the
Board has scheduled the following date and time for deliberation in the
matter of:

DATE AND TIME : Thursday, September 21, 1995 at 9:00 a.m.

LOCATION Room 48, Basement, 0ld Courthouse

(1]

Please Note: Written memorandums due from Counsel on Thursday, August
10, 1995 (ORIGINAL AND THREE COPIES}).

cc: Michael P, Tanczyn, Esquire Counsel for Appellants /Petitioners
Mr. & Mrs. Craig R. DeMallie Appellants /Petitioners
Newton A. Williams, Esquire Counsel for Protestants
(M/M Zielke, et al)
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Zielke
Mr. J. Donald Gerding
Ms. Honey Holston
Mr. & Mrs. Gerard Dolan
Ms. Norma Jean O'Hara
Mr. C. Carrocll Miller, Jr.
Mr. Charles Calvert
People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Pat Keller

Lawrence E. Schmidt = QEF '

Timothy M. Kotroco , D E}%@? "’%EWE‘?
W. Carl Richardsﬁ/;é. /PDM ﬂ - ) ?
Docket Clerk /PD LARL

Arnold Jablon, Director /PDM AUG 3 (995

Copies to: K. W. B. ZZABM

Kathleen C. Weidenhammer
Administrative Assistant

Prinled with Soyboan Ink

on Recycled Paper



.Baltimore Counly Government '

Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

| West Chesapeake Avenue
wson, MD 21204 (410) 887-3353

OCT. 7 3 1994

Craig R. DeMallie
323 Murdock Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Re:Ttem 105, Case #Q5-104

Dear Petitioner:

The Zoning Plang Advisory Committee (ZAC) has reviewed the plans submitted with the above referenced
petition. The attached comments from each reviewing agency are not intended to indicate the
appropriateness of the zoning action requested, but to assure that all partles, i.e, Zoning
Commissioner, attorney and/or the petitioner, are made aware of plans or problems with regard to the
proposed improvements that may have a bearing on this case.

Enclosed are all comments submitted thus far from the members of ZAC that offer or request
information on your petition. If additional comments are received from ather members of ZAC, I will
forward them to you. Otherwise, any comment that is not informative will be placed in the hearing
file. This petition was accepted for filing on September 19 , 1994 and a hearing scheduled
accordingly.

The following comments are related oply to the filing of futurs zoning petitions and are aimed at
expediting the petition filing process with this office.

1) The Director of Zoning Rdministration and Development Management has instituted a system whereby
seasoned zoning attorneys who feel that they ave capable of filing petitions that camply with all aspects
of the zoning regulations and petitions filing requirements can file their petitions with this office
without the necessity of a preliminary review by Zening personnel.

2) Anyone using this system should be fully aware that they are responsible for the accuracy and
completeness of any such petition. A1l petitions filed in this manner will be reviewed and commented on
by Zoning personnel prior te the hearing. In tha avent that the peition has not been filed correctly,
there is always a possibility that another hearing will be required or the Zoning Comrdssioner will deny
the petition due to errors or incompleteness.

3) Attorneys, engineers and applicants who make appointments to file petitions on a reqular bagis and
fail to keep the appointment without a 72 hour notice will be required to submit the appropriate filing
foe at the time future appointments are made, Failure to keep these appointments without proper advance

notice, i.e. 72 hours, will result in the forfeiture loss of the filing fee.
wVe &uly ﬂ/ ., gc ?
. N A < “7 L

W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Zonlng Supervisor
CR:jaw

, H
Printad with Soyboean Tnk |
> on Racyclad Paper
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLARKTD
TNTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
TO: Arnold Jablen, Director DATE: September 28, 1994

Zoning Administration and
Develcopment Management

FROM: Pat Keller, Director
Office of Planning and Zoning

SUBJECT: Petitions from Zoning Advisory Committee

The Office of'Planning and Zoning has no comments on the following petition(s):

.

g
Item Nos. /105, 107, 109 and 111i.

If there shduld be any further questions or if this office can provide additicnal
information, please contact Jeffrey Long in the Office of Planning at 887-3480.

Prepared by:

Division Chief:

PK/JL: 1w

ZAC.105/PZONE/ZACL

(5



.. - , -- - . 'O.Jémésl,-i;qhthize-r‘

DA Maryland Department of Transportation :“,'i;’" ; '
. State Highway Administration . sominsrmc
‘ . . +
7-30-94
. Ms. Julie Winiarski Re: Baltimore County '
Zoning Administration and Item No.: »¢ /05~ ( \7’/3;:)

Development Management

County Office Building :
Room 109

111 W. Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Ms. Winiarski:

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to
approval as it does not access @ State roadway and is not effected by any State Highway
Administration project.

Please contact Bob Small at 410-333-1350 if you have any questions.

Thank you for the opportunity to review. this iterm.

VYery truly yours,

@WM

David Ramsey, Acting Chief
Engineering Access Permits
Division

BS/

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service far Impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Slatewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 + Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street Address: 707 North Calvert Street « Baltimore, Maryfand 21202




BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

70: Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: October 11, 1994
Zoning Administration and Development Management

FERO Robert W. Bowling, FP.E., Chief
evelopers Englneering Section

RE: Zoning Adyisory Committee Meeting
for Qetobgr)ll, 1994

Iteﬁé\iﬁi}/ 06, 107, 109 and 111

The Developere Engineering Section has reviewed
the subject zoning ltems and we have no comments.

RWB:8w



: Baltimore County Government
Fire Department

700 East Joppa Road Suite 901
Towson, MD 21286-5500 (410) 887-4500

DETE: 10710794
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

T0: ZADM DATE: /@/C;/ (22

FROM: DEPRM
Development Coordination

SUBJECT: Zoning Advisory fommittee
Agenda: /Olf.slf?#n

The Department of Environmental Protection & Resource Management has no
comments for the following Zoning Advisory Committee Items:

tem #'s: /04
07
/08
/)1
/1

L.3:sp

L ETTY2/DEPRM/TXTSBP



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TQ: Kathleen Weidenhammer DATE: March 1, 1995
FROM: Julie A. Winiarski

SUBJECT: 95-104-A
Craig R. DeMallie
323 Murdock Road

Please add the following name and address to your  current
notificatien list for the above-referenced case.

Mr. Charles Calvert
208 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at
887-3353.



® .

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

p Wil

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Kathleen Weindenhammer DATE: March 16, 1995

FROM: Julie A. Winiars@i%ffu»B
SUBJECT: Case No. 95-104-A4

323 Murdock Road

Bs per written request received by this office on March 16, 1985,
please add Ms. Norma Jean O'Hara, 329 Murdock Road, Baltimore, MD 21212
to the notification list for the above-referenced case.

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard.

Jjaw



- Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204 (410) 887-3353

February 10, 1995

Mr, & Mrs. Ronald Zielke Mr. J. Donald Gerding
325 Murdock Road 335 0ld Trail Road
Baltimore, MD 21212 Baltimore, MD 21212

Ms. Honey Holston Mr. & Mrs. Gerard Dolan
94 Dunkirk Rocad 71 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212 Baltimore, MD 21212

RE: Petition for Variance
8/8 Murdock Road, 282 ft. East of Dorking Road
(323 Murdock Rcad )
9th Election District
4th Councilmanic District
Craig R. DeMallie, et ux-Petitioner
Case No. 94-104-A

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Zielke, Mr. Gerding, Ms. Holston,
and Mr. & Mrs. Dolan :

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was
filed in this office on February 10, 1995 by Michael P. Tanczyn,
Esquire on behalf of Craig and Suzanne DeMallie. All materials
relative to the case have been forwarded to the Board of Appeals.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not
hesitate to contact Julie Winiarski at 887-3353.

ARNOLD JABLON
Director
AJ:jaw
c: People's Counsel

@ Printed with Soyhoan Ink

on fecycled Paper



APPEAL

Petition for Variance
5/8 Murdock Road, 282 ft. East of Dorking Road
{323 Murdock Road)
oth Election District - 4th Councilmanic District
Craig R. DeMallie, et ux-PETITIONER
Case No. 95-104-A

petition(s) for Variance
Description of Property
Certificate of Posting

Certificate of Publication
Four Request of Hearing Forms

Zoning Plans Advisory Committee Comment.s
Petitioner{s) and Protestant(s) Sign-In Sheets

Petitioner's Exhibits: 1 - Plat to accompany Petition for Variance

2 - REight photographs

3A- Twenty-three photographs

3B- Copy of CBA Opinion 86-212-A

4 - Seven photographs

§ - Eleven photographs of home

6 - Capital Expenditure made to 323 Murdock R4
7 - No Exhibit Marked Petitioners Exhibit No. 7
8 - Seven Affidavits of Support

9 - Copy of Lease - James Keelly, Inc.

0 - Building Permit B215124

1 - Four photographs of area

1 - Rogers Forge Commmunity Asscociation, Inc.

2 - Two photographs of 323 Murdock Road

3 - Two photographs of view from 323 and 325
Murdock Road

4. - Two photographs of view from 323 and 325

Murdock Road

Letiter to Arnold Jablon dated Nov. 8, 1994

Protestant's Exhibits:

(43
=
1

Questions to be asked by spokesperson regarding 323 Murdock Road from
carol L. Zielke

| Presentation concerning the photographs of enclosed structures to
Rodgers Forge Homes from Carol L. Zielke

Petitioner's Memorandum received December 12, 1994

Three photographs of 323 Murdock Road (not marked as exhibit)

Letter to Timothy Kotroco from Michael P. Tanczyn dated Jan. 16, 1995
Twenty-five letters of opposition

Two miscellaneous letters

Summation Arguments for the Aggrieved Parties from Carcl L. Zielke
dated December 8, 1994

Rogers Forge Community Association, Inc. gummation of Presentation of
pProtestant dated December &, 1994

Deputy Zoning commissioner's Order dated January 13, 1995 (Denied}
Tanczyn on behalf of Craig R. DeMallie, et ux -

G Michael P. Tanczyn, Esquire, 606 Baltimore Avenue, Suite 106,
Towson, MD 21204

Mr. & Mrs. Craig R. DeMallie, 323 Murdock Road, Balto., MD 21212
Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Zielke, 325 Murdock Road, Baltimore, MD 21212
Mr. J. Donald Gerding, 335 0l1d Trail Road, Baltimore, MD 21212
Ms. Honey Holston, 94 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore, MD 21212
Mr. & Mra. Gerard Dolan, 71 Murdock Road, Baltimore, MD 21212
pPeople's Counsel of Baltimore County, M.S. 2010

Request Notification: Patrick Keller, pPirector, Planning & Zoning
Timothy M. Kotroco, Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Arnold Jablon, Director of ZADM
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Law Offices
MICHAEL P. TANCZYN, P.A.

Suite 106, 606 Baltimore Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 296-8823 - (410) 296-8824
Fax: (410) 296-8827
Computer Fax: (410) 296-2848

February 10, 1995

Ms. Eileen Hennegan

Office of the Zoning Commissioner
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Re; Case No. 95-104-A
Craig R, DeMallie, et ux, Petitioners
Petition for Administrative Variance

Dear Ms, Hennegan:

Please note an appeal from the Decision of January 13, 1995 in the above matters to the
County Board of Appeals for Baltimore County on behalf of the Petitioners.

Enclosed you will find my check made payable to Baltimore County in the amount of
$210.00.

Very truly yours,

R\ AV

Michae! P. Tanczyn

MPT/ed
Enclosure
cc:  Mr. & Mrs. Craig DeMallie z Y\ TP -

FEB 10 1995
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LAW CFFICES { &
J. MICHAEL LAWLOR 9
606 BALTIMORE AVENUE
SUITE 204
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 lD }C.
(410) 434-1800

FAX: (410) 339-3477

October 21, 1994

Arnold Jablon, Director

Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 W. Chesapeake Avenue
Towscon, Maryland 21204

Re: Case Number 95-104-A
My client: Craig and Suzanne DeMallie

Dear Madam/Sir:

Please be advised that I represent Mr. and Mrs. DeMallie with
reference to the above referenced case number. There is a hearing
set for Thursday, November 10, 1994 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 106,
County Office Building.

I respectfully request a postponement of this hearing as I
will be away from my office on vacation in Puerto Rico from Sunday,
November 6, 19294 through Monday, November 14, 1994.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

sin erely@@
;;ES Michael Lawloryaﬂmm»-

JML:pjl
cc: Mr. and Mrs. Craig DeMallie

Note - Bosvest for PP peemiyen
/dn%cﬁddz 2y /57 (omple B [:;1

of M. Lawtbrs offrce- |
;ﬂﬂﬂff 3y cnl! eI ZADM

S

0cT 21 199



Case No. 96-104-A {item 105}
Carol L. Zielke, Spokesperson
for the Aggrieved Parties

December 15, 18384

Mr. Timothy M. Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Room 112 Old Court House
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Re: Case No. 95-104-A {item 105) Petition for Variance to Provide a Rear Yard Setback of 32
feet in Lieu of the Required 50 feet.

Craig R. and Suzanne R. DeMallie, Petitioners at 323 Murdock Road/Baltimore MD 21212,
Dear Mr. Kotroco:

On Wednesday, December 14, Mr. Don Gerding of 335 Old Trail, Baltimore, MD 21212,
provided me with a copy of the Petitioners’ Memorandum submitted by Mr. Michael P, Tanczyn,
attorney for the Petitioners in the above case heard by you on December 1, 1894, Mr. Tanczyn
certified in the Petitioners’ Memorandum that a copy of the memorandum was mailed to Mr.
Gerding. In this memorandum Mr. Tanczyn addressed Mr. Gerding as Esquire and attorney for the
Protestants. In all honesty, | must reply to you that Mr. Tanczyn is absolutely in error on this
matter. Mr. Don Gerding is not a lawyer, does not claim to be so, and was not my attorney.

Indeed the above error is characteristic of the submitted memorandum which contains
multiple statements that are not consistent with the facts of this case. These include the following:

P1 & P3 The requested Rear Yard Setback suddenly became 38 feet instead of the 39 feet
designated in the petitioners application.

P2 They claim they consuited with their immediate neighbors as to the proposed rear
addition and then contacted the Community Association for approval. As / pointed
out on p. 3 of The Summation Arguments for the Aggrieved Parties submitted to you
on December 8, 1994, Mr. DeMallie told Mr. Zielke about the addition after
submitting their proposal to the Rodgers Forge Community Association. The same
time fine of events was also reported by myself during the December 1 hearing. In
fact Mr. DeMallie stated at the hearing that they had made the decision to build an
addition before they bought the house.

P3 Their claim that numerous additions such as theirs currently exist in the community
was addressed by myself on p. 7 of my summation arguments. The 9 room size
additions represent only 2.2% of the 412 homes in this area of the community. This
is not overwhelming support for their position since more than 97% of the homes do
not have room size additions!

Pb Mr. Tancyzn is in error to claim that | "admitted that the model constructed of their
addition was not representative of the proper dimensions and existing conditions at
the site....as the rear elevations of the proposed improvement.” It was Mr, Tancyzn
who objected to the model being submitted since he claimed it not to be accurate.



Case No, 95-104-A {{tem 105)
Carol L, Zielke, Spokesperson
for the Aggrieved Partios

P5

P5

P6

| know the model was built to scale. It should be noted that the model was allowed
by yourself to be used for demonstration purposes only.

The DeMallies have been very inconsistent in supplying exact dimensions of their
proposed structure. | pointed out in my cross examination of Mr. DeMallie several of
these inconsistencies (see p. 6 FILE: H_941201.MV1). On cross examination, Mr.
DeMallie did not show accurate knowledge of the fioor height of his own back porch
or the height to the top of the flashing at the porch roof line. As pointed out in my
summation arguments (p. 5) the height of the addition must slope from a minimum
of 9 1/2 to a maximum of 13 feet. These figures are based on information obtained
from cross examination of Mr. DeMallie on December 1.

The issue of shadow as well as air flow was addressed on pp. 5-7 of my summation
arguments. | pointed out that their position with regard to shadow is based on faulty
logic. With respect to air flow, Mr. Tanczyn makes an issue of the kitchen window
being painted shut. When cross examined by Mr. Tanczyn, | answered that we take
advantage of cooling breezes by opening the kitchen door and the dining room
window adjacent to the porch. Air flow to these openings will be susceptible to the
same blockade of breezes as is that of the kitchen window. In my presentation ( see
p. 9 FILE: H 941201.MV1} | also testified to the fact that our porch where | and

Mr. Zielke often sit on hot summer evenings to enjoy summer breezes will be affected
not only by the blockage of air flow but also by the noise and hot air of their air
conditioner placed such as to blow towards our porch. Our own air conditioner is
used infrequently. | also pointed out that air flow to our yard will also be blocked.

) question the relevancy to the variance request of the Petitioners’ issue concerning
the alley fence on my property and its need (?) for replacement.

The petitioners have not shown practical difficulty in this issue. Planned communities
of row homaes such as found in Rodgers Forge are not designed to accommodate large
additions as proposed by the DeMallies. The DeMallies failed to determine the need
for a variance both before buying their home and before initiating their remodeling.
This failure was shown in cross examination of Mr. DeMallie. It is unreasonable to
impose on the immediate neighbors in a row house community the loss of the use of
a back yard for gardening due to a decrease in afternoon light, the loss of cooling
summer breezes for yard, porch and home, and the loss of afternoon light to a
significant number of the windows on their first floor due to the DeMallie’s failure to
do their homework before buying their home.

Respectfully submitted,

(ool JE Gl
Caral L. Zielke

325 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
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for the Aggrieved Parties ‘

325 Murdock Road 8 h 1{}!‘% E
Baltimore, MD 21212 E o

R O]UN% 1
ONING COMMISSI) December 8, 1994

Mr. Timothy M. Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Room 112 Old Court House
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204
Dear Mr. Kotroco:
RE: SUMMATION ARGUMENTS FOR THE AGGRIEVED PARTIES

Case No. 95-104-A (Item 105)/Hearing December 1, 1994

My husband, myself and the protesting neighbors who were present at the
variance hearing concur that Mr. and Mrs. Craig DeMallie in their presentation did not
meet the criteria required for issuance of a zoning variance: that of practical difficulty
or unreasonable hardship. Mr. and Mrs. Demallie are healthy young adults with no
children living in a large 5 bedroom home. During the hearing it was established that
this addition was to be a habitable room where the DeMallies would be eating daily
and watching television. The addition would contain both an air conditioner and a
heating unit. They want this addition so that their daily living activities of eating and
watching television will not clutter up their dining room and living room which are to
be used only on formai occasions. This simply is not sufficient justification for the
requested variance. The DeMallies’ attorney claims that our opposition to this

variance request and to the construction of their addition is self serving. | ask, what



Caseo No, 95-104-A (item 105)
Carof L. Zietke, Spokesperson
for the Aggrieved Partiss

325 Murdock Road

Baltimors, MD 21212

could be more self serving than their desire not to use 80% of the available floor
space on their first floor while building an addition which will limit the Zielkes’ use of
their small yard and decrease the quality of life in their home due to reduction of light
and ventilation? Furthermore, the allowance of any large room-size addition in
Rodgers Forge, a planned community, reduces the open areas behind the homes;
these open areas were designed to protect the health, safety and general welfare of
the community.

The Rodgers Forge Community Association Architectural Review Committee,
has reviewed and denied the petitioners’ request for an addition. The association
presented convincing evidence that it continues to enforce architectural uniformity
both through its review committee and its participation in public hearings.
Furthermore, the association presented precedent cases that apply to our community;
these cases should be taken into consideration.

A letter submitted by Christopher and Linda Miller succinctly touches upon the
many aspects of living in such a planned community as ours. The needs of the
community are not met when residents impose large additions upon their neighbors.
Their letter shows the kind of support members of the community demonstrate
towards the Rodgers Forge Community Association which strives to preserve the
architectural integrity and consistency of our community.

| would like to summarize and address several very specific points which were

pursued during the hearing: 1) information supplied by the DeMallies to the Zielkes
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and the timing of communications, 2} past demonstration by the Zielkes of their
concern for the Rodgers Forge Community, 3) the effect of the "addition" on
availability of light and air flow, 4} the state of the DeMallie home at time of purchase,
and b) inappropriate maneuvers of the DeMallies’ attorney.

1. Information supplied by the DeMallies to the Zielkes and the timing of
communications. Mr. Zielke was told sometime last summer that the DeMallies had
submitted a proposal to the Rodgers Forge Community Association Architectural
Review Committee for an addition. Mr. DeMallie told Mr. Zielke it was to be a
SUNROOM. After that Mr. DeMallie referred to it as an ADDITION. Once the
community association turned down the DeMallies’ request, Mr. Zieike and ! thought
the issue was dead. Why say no to someone and upset neighborly relations when the
community association to whom they had applied for approval had already said "No".
In a conversation Mr. Zielke and | had with Mr, DeMallie at that time | told him that
| thought a zoning variance and a public hearing were required before any addition
could be huilt in this community. | informed Mr, DeMallie that someone in the 400
block Murdock some years ago had been refused a variance for an addition.

No drawings, photos, or descriptive material were presented to Mr. Zieike and
myself until the property’s first posting the week of October 1 asking the community
"shall there be a hearing?” In reference to the kitchen, Mr. Zielke and | did not know
they were remodeling the kitchen until they started work in either late August or early

September. By the time of posting, renovations to the kitchen were completed or
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were in progress. Only then did Mr. DeMallie tell Mr. Zielke and me that the
remodeling of the kitchen was related to their addition. As a matter of fact Mr. Zielke
and | were astonished that they were planning on eating breakfast in a glass encased
sunroom adjacent to our porch.

2. Past demonstration by the Zielkes of their concern for the Rodgers Forge
Community. Their lawyer implied that my opposition to the DeMallies’ variance
request is only self serving and that | had not participated in other variance hearings.
In our 19 years residence in Rodgers Forge | have seen only one variance sign related
to an addition. That request was turned down. | have not spoken out at other
variance hearings because | have not seen any public postings concerning additions.
How many postings have there actually been? When? Where?

This is my home. | care about my community and have contributed to the
community in a number of ways. Recently | spoke at the hearing where BART
requested a ch.ange in development plan regarding the placement of a restaurantin the
York Road Plaza. Some years past | attended several meetings of the Towson
Association of Community Associations when issues concerning the community were
discussed. When WMAR wanted to put a heliport adjacent to primary school
buildings, | voiced my concern to Jean DeVall of the Community Association. | also
expressed my concern to her when it was proposed to place arcade machines in the
ice cream shop that was once located next to Purdum’s Pharmacy. Mr. Zielke and |

worked to keep the #8 bus running to the University of Maryland Hospital when the
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MTA proposed to reroute the #8 bus to the Inner Harbor. My husband collected
signatures of several hundred bus riders and we both spoke before the MTA at a
public hearing on this matter. At a separate public meeting he and | were among
those who convinced the MTA to keep the #11 bus line on Bellona Avenue adjacent
to Rodgers Forge rather than have it travel only along Charles Street. The above
indicate that during our years of residence here my husband and | have participated
in many issues that affect the quality of life in Rodgers Forge.

3. The effect of the "addition" on availability of light and air flow. The size
and height of this addition coupled with the enormous 2-car garage on the property
will affect the availability of light and air flow to the Zielke property. With respect to
the addition itself, its actual height is in dispute. The DeMallies presented a sketch
showing a roof height from 9 feet at the south end to 11 feet where the roof joins the
house. We presented evidence at the hearing that the actual roof height slopes
from 9 1/2 to 13 feet. This evidence included the following: a) measurements of our
own porch and the height of their porch floor; b) Mr. DeMallie’s testimony that there
would not be a step down from the kitchen to the floor of the addition and that the
roof would cover the original flashing; and c) two photos showing their porch roof to
be higher than our porch roof,

Consequently, | find it difficult to understand their lawyer’s argument that a
structure 9 1/2 - 13 feet tall protruding in a southerly direction would not cast a

shadow to the east side of it as the sun moves to the western sky! If one looks
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carefully at the photo | submitted with the shadow of the garage (Photo F) one can
also see the shadows of the step railing and the porch rails. These rails measure 31"
in height. Their afternoon shadows are cast predominantly to the east side. An
addition as tali as proposed will cast an even longer shadow. During the summer
months, shadow is cast completely sideways since the sun moves directly west in the
summer sky. For a good part of each afternoon, our rear porch and dining room
windows will be darkened by the shadow cast by the addition. After 19 summers of
living at 325 Murdock, | certainly know what direction and to what extent shadows
fall.

Their argument that the privacy fence recently instalied by themselves already
causes blockage of light is erroneous; the sunlight from the west will be first blocked
by the addition which is between the light source and the fence. Since the average
height of the addition is approximately twice that of the fence, much of the time the
fence shadow will fall within the shadow cast by the addition. During the afternoon
and evening, as the sun continues it tract to the west and to descend, its rays
transverse the back porch from underneath the porch roof. The fence does not block
these rays which light up our back door and the windows of the kitchen and dining
room; however, the addition will block these rays since its roof will be higher than
our porch. Consequently, the Zielke household will experience a considerable
decrease in available light. A letter written by Adrien Rothschild which accompanies

our summation arguments addresses the health consequences of reduced light most



Case No. 95-104-A {Item 105)
Carol L. Zielke, Spokesparson
for the Agprieved Parties

325 Murdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212

eloquently. While a simple privacy fence can be dismantled, an addition is forever.
Should the DeMallie’s ever move they will leave behind their addition--a white
elephant that the neighborhood did not want in the first place.

As for air, have we not all ducked around the corner of a building to get out of
the wind? With the dominant breezes being from a westerly direction, most of our
yard and the south first floor windows and door will now be in the dead space behind
a building. That a pre-existing accessory building, the garage, currently interferes with
air flow is no reason to approve another structure which will compound the problem.

Their lawyer criticized my contention that the mass of this addition was too
great for the site. | strongly maintain that from the vantage of a person standing at
ground level the mass of this addition is too bulky for the site where a bulky
accessory building, the two car garage, is also situated. An individual feels over
whelmed and hemmed in by these structures. As [ showed in my presentation,
existing alterations in this section of Rodgers Forge are more likely to be enclosures
of the original small porches. The petitioners exhibits 2 and 4 confirm this. Their data
indicate the presence of 13 small enclosed 5x8 porches, 3 screened porches, and only
9 additions within the old section of 412 homes.

4, The state of the DeMallie home at time of purchase. At the beginning of
their presentation, the DeMallies made a point of the home they purchased being a
vacant home thereby implying that Rodgers Forge is a community of poorly kept

homes. | thought that insulting to the Hall family who through the 55 years that they
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owned the home spent considerable money on taking care of the slate roof and the
gutters with yearly inspection and repairs and frequent painting of the exterior trim.
Their home was elegantly furnished. During the two years that Mrs. Hall was at
Pickersgill Home, the family cared for the house and grounds. The snow was
shoveled, the grass was cut, flowers were planted, and bushes were pruned to
maintain its lived in appearance. The house was not vacant during this time as the
family did not remove any furniture until just before the time of sale.

| commend the DeMallies on sprucing up their home. However, many of my
other neighbors have done very much the same thing. Many others including my
husbhand and myself have put thousands of dollars into our homes to modernize them
both initially and through the years. That is part of home ownership. We have never
felt that this qualified us for special consideration, It's just expected in this
neighborhood of very fine homes and wonderful people.

5. Inappropriate maneuvers of the DeMallies’ attorney. There were several
improper maneuvers orchestrated by the petitioners and their lawver. | thought it was
very inappropriate of them to insult a neighbor protesting the addition by submitting
as an exhibit at the hearing photographs of a garden which had recently succumbed
1o a case of severe frost bite. It was also inappropriate that the Iei'wyer prolonged the
questioning of my presentation with repetitious questions. THis prevented many
neighbors who had come to protest this variance from speaking. Some Rodgers Forge

residents had to leave before the end of the proceedings to return to their jobs or
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family responsibilities. A total of 16 residents of Rodgers Forge took time from work,
their family, or busy schedules to attend the hearing and sign as protestants. Many
came for a second time because they felt very strongly about the issue that Rodgers
Forge should maintain its architectural standards. Letters were’submltted from 16
community residents who were unable to attend. Some of the protestants who were
not able to speak will also be sending letters. The number of protestants at this point
is 32 or higher, agreeing with the overall protestant position of the Rodgers Forge
Community Association which represents a vast majority of the community in this
specific issue. The DeMallies were able to obtain support from only six households.

In conclusion, this request for a variance for rear yard set back to 39 feet in lieu
of 50 feet for purpose of an addition should be denied. If the DeMallies need more
space, they can create a family room in their large basement, which at 735 square
feet is almost B times the area of the addition they propose to build. This is the

manner by which Rodgers Forge families solve their need for more space.

Respectfully submitted

[
Carol L. Zielke, Spokesperson
For the Aggrieved Parties
325 Murdock Road

Baltimore, Md 21212
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Mr. Timothy M. Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Room 112 Old Court House
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Dear Mr. Kotfroco:

~ Enclosed are the following items {original copies) required for completion of the
hearing concerning Case No. 95-104-A(item 105) which took place on December 1,
1994 in Room 106 of the County Office Building:

1) The list of questions directed to the petitioner and asked by Carol L.
Zielke, spokesperson for the aggrieved parties.

2) The presentation of Carol L. Zielke stating her objections to the
petitioners’ request for a variance.

3) The Summation Arguments for the aggrieved parties, prepared by Carol
L. Zielke,

4) A letter from Adrien Rothschild, a protesting property owner in the
community.

Sincerely yours,

(aral & Gecthx_

Carol L. Zielke
325 Murdock Rd.
Baltimore, MD 21212
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QUESTIONS TO BE ASKED BY SPOKESPERSON

To demonstrate that the neighbors appreciate the improvements made by the
DeMallie’s to their home at 323 Murdock Road and that there is no ongoing animosity
between the parties:

Since Craig and Suzanne purchased their home in 1993, they have made many
fine improvements to the house many of which they have been done themselves.
They are a very energetic young couple. All their neighbors including my husband and
myself appreciate their efforts.

Craig, Ron and 1 have expressed our gratitude to you for installing additional
exterior lighting in front and for removing much of the overgrown shrubbery, have we
not?

In the summer of ‘93 we expressed gratitude to Craig for keeping the 3 foot
fence between our properties, did we not?

We have worried about Craig scaling ladders to the 3rd floor to paint the house
exterior,

And Suzanne does a great job caring for the flowers and mowing the lawn and
she is a gifted pianist.

The entire neighborhood loves your adorable dog, Mattie.

Will you acknowledge that there are no previous disputes or disagreements
between yourself, ourselves, or any of the neighbors?

Qur only disagreement is over this addition.

Ll bt
(ot i Geiloe
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To establish when the petitioners decided to put on an addition and whether or not
alternative solutions were considered:

Cralg, you told us in October that at the time you purchased your home you
choose an end of group so you could build an addition to the back of the house,
correct?

So it must have been obvious to you before you bought the house that the
kitchen was too small to suit yourselves?

And | suppose before you bought the house you never asked Baltimore County
Zoning whether or not this property was subject to setback restrictions?

Before submitting your plans for this addition did you consult with an architect
or with a professional certified in kitchen design to suggest alternative designs for
expanding the kitchen?

For example, your home is two feet wider and two feet longer than our own,
which gives you 108 square feet more floor space than the inside group homes. This
could allow for removing or relocating some of the interior walls to remodel the 1st
floor layout. {Possible suggestions: the walls surrounding the landing to the
basement stairway or the wall between the kitchen and dining room).

So from the very beginning the only solution you and Suzanne have considered
is a large addition to the back of the house?

As further evidence that this addition was planned without consideration of
alternative plans:

In the fall of 1993, Craig painted all exterior trim and windows a gold color and
added green shutters to all windows except one. The latter is the one to be covered
by the addition. All this was done before anyone in the neighborhood knew about the
addition, [PRESENT PHOTOS A & C]

FILE:H_241201.MV1 3
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To establish that the DeMallie’s never formally presented drawings or plans of the
addition to the Zlelke’s or requested an OK for a Zoning Variance.

Craig, when did you find out that a rear yard setback was required to build the
proposed addition?

Was this before or after you contracted with the builder to put on the addition?

During the application process for the variance request did you formally show
either of the neighbors at 321 and 325 Murdock Road pictures or drawings of this
addition?

So neither neighbor saw any real plans before the October 1, 1994 posting of
the property?

Did you ever tell either of us you needed our permission to get a variance for
a rear yard setback?

FILE:H_841201.MV1 4
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Questions on the use of the room by the petitioners and their demonstrating practical
need for the addition or evidence of hardship:

The application indicates that you want an eat-in kitchen or breakfast room.
You recently remodeled your kitchen { /o sq. feet) so do you really need another
150 square feet just for eating?

Where in the addition will your eating area be |located?

[PRESENT DIAGRAM 1]

Our two kitchens are mirror images of each other. The doorway from the
kitchen to the dining room is 3 1/2 feet from the daor to your porch.

From a position in front of the kitchen-dining room doorway, roughly how many
steps is it to your dining room table?

From this same position, how many steps will it be to the eating area in the
addition?

From a practical point of view, is there any difference between walking to the
table in your dining room and walking to a table in this addition?

Furthermore, since both of you are healthy young adults without any

disabilities, ~denit—understand how not having this addition creatgfa significant
. - v
hardship for you? O

FILE:H_941201 MV 5
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Establishment of accurate dimensions of the proposed structure
STRUCTURE WIDTH AND DEPTH

Craig, the Plat [DIAGRAM 2] which accompanies your petition for Zoning
Variance shows your home to be 22 feet in width. On the rough sketch of the
addition you show a total width of 15 feet for the new room. However, on the more
detailed sketch [DIAGRAM 1] which you presented to neighbors at an information
meeting on November 21, the sum of the additions 15 foot width and the 2 foot and
3 foot side set backs from the outside walls adds up to 20 feet.

Will the width of this addition stretch 2 feet as the width of your house
stretches 2 feet to make up for this error?

The depth of the addition is stated to be 10 feet. Is this the inside or exterior
dimension?

[Craig, the legend to the photographic close-up of the rear of your house states
that the addition will extend out to 1 foot past the edge of the concrete apron. We
measured our apron which is the same depth as yours. It's eight feet deep. You will
agree, therefore, that the addition will protrude 2 feet beyond the concrete apron?]

ROOF HEIGHT

We would like to clarify the maximum height of the roof for the addition. You
indicated to us that you were going to maintain the original roof line of the porch for
this addition. ‘| am not certain what that means. In the zoning application you give
a height of 8 feet and in your m tailed sketch from November 21, 1924 you
indicate a foundation height of;(éoé— |t a maximum height of 11 feet for the roof.
We have measured our porch height as being 11 feet 9 inches from the concrete
apron. Two pictures taken by myself in early October, 1994, show your porch and
ours. [Present PHOTOS B & C 1. Your roof line is obviously higher than ours. This
difference is about 9 to 10 inches making your roof height at least 12 feet 6 inches.

[DeMallie’s concrete apron is 3 1/2" above that of 325 Murdock Rd and the porch
floor is 22 1/2" above their concrete apron while the Zielke's porch floor is only 16"
above the concrete apron See PHOTO B]

Do you intend to lower the roof by 18 inches?

FILE:H_941201.MV1 8



Case No, 85-104-Alltem 105)
Carol L. Zielke, aggriaved party
325 Murdook Rd.

Baltimore, Md. 21212

PRACTICAL CONCERNS ON USE 11/7/

If indeed you do lower the roof, and one can accept the ¥ foot foundation
height as being accurate, doesn’t this mean you must step down several steps from
the kitchen every time you use this area to eat?

That doesn’t sound like a good practical solution to the problem of an eat-in
kitchen.

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS

Where will the drain spouts for the roof be directed? None are indicated on the
drawing,

What type of foundation will be used for this addition; i.e., will it be concrete
block, brick, or pressure treated wood?

Will you be breaking into the concrete apron in order to place the foundation?
Will the floors be wood? %\\Q/ L atiataat

Will you clarify the exact distance that the east wall of the addition will be from
the property line?

This wall is to be wood siding to match the garage?
What is the fire-resistive rating of this wall?

Craig, now that you have placed a six foot stockade fence [Present PHOTQ D]
of construction grade wood inside the property line between our yards, might this
necessitate up-grading the fire-resistive rating of the wall? After all the fence is highly
flammable and only a foot from our porch and less than three feet from the addition
wall,

Will there be any large appliances in this room, such as would generate fumes
or heat that would require venting or might cause a fire hazard?

Are you aware that the air conditioner/heater on the northeast side of your
addition will be only two feet from the Zielke’s back porch with its blower directed
towards the porch at 326 Murdock Road?

Note to myself: Section R202.1 in CABO requires that exterior walls located less than 3 feet from the property line shall meet
& fira-resistive rating of not less than 1-hour and that these walls be rated from both sides.

FILE:H_941201.MV1 7
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CONCERNING THE PHOTOGRAPHS OF ENCLOSED STRUCT
HOMES:

'\
|

A
CONMMISSIONER
' KODGERS FORGE

There is a good probability that many of the structures listed by the petitioners
were built before Baltimore County Zoning Regulations were adopted in 1955. Certainly
none of the structures presented have been built in the last 5 years, as | could find no
building permits issued for such work to these properties when | went through the Permit
Archives [Book [l, Address Sequences, Permits and Licenses Room 100]. The burden of
proof rests with the petitioner to show which of these structures were built with valid
building permits.

Furthermore, of the twenty five structures submitted for consideration by the
petitioner, we consider many to be poor examples for justifying this large size addition and
therefore wish to exclude them:

The structure at 223 Hopkins Road is a change in building materials for the
porch itself and is not a habitable room as described in Section R-118 of CABO,
One and Two Family Building Code (p. 7).

Three structures are screened porches (412 Dunkirk Rd, 309 Hopkins Rd,
and 328 Hopkins Rd) and likewise are not habitable rooms.

Six structures (401 Murdock Rd, 411 Murdock Rd, 301 Dunkirk Rd, 321
Dunkirk Rd, 323 Dunkirk Rd, and 326 Hopkins Rd) are enclosures of the original
small back porches (b’ x 8') constructed by the developer. The enclosure of some
of these probably predate institution of zoning regulations.

Two structures (200 Regester Avenue and 311 Dunkirk Road) represent
slightly larger versions of enclosed, original porches.

One structure, 409 Murdock Road, is a glass enclosed side porch. This side
porch is probably original to the house since there are a number of EOG homes in
the community with side entrances & porches. This porch has been enclosed all
of the 19 years | have resided in Rodgers Forge and its enclosure may predate the
institution of the 1955 zoning regulations.

Four of the full width additions listed are not in the original section of
Rodgers Forge (Section A, unregistered Plat Map, Book 12, p. 57). These are 157
Regester Avenue, 109 Glen Argyle Road, 111 Glen Argyle Road and 113 Glen
Argyle Road.

That leaves 8 structures which are large room-like additions to homes in Section
A of Rodgers Forge. These represent less than 2% of the 412 homes in Section A of
Rodgers Forge and for many their date of construction may predate certain county zoning
regulations.

FILE:H_941201.MV1 8



Casa No. 95-104-A(ltem 108)
Carol L. Zielke, aggrieved party
326 Murdock Rd.

Baltimore, Md. 21212

PRESENTATION

We have come here today because several of us sought a public hearing on this
variance request for a rear yard set back from 50 feet to 39 feet for the purpose of
an addition to 323 Murdock Rd. As the aggrieved parties we are against granting this
variance request.

The DeMallie’s have said that their small kitchen creates a hardship for them
in that they do not have adequate space to serve meals in the kitchen itself. It is
obvious from my questioning, that Cralg and Suzanne knew at the time they bought
the house that the kitchen was ®ge small, but they reasoned they would simply put
on an addition. In the almost two years they have lived in the house, they never
considered anything less. Last summer, | told Craig that |1 thought a public hearing
was required to obtain a zoning variance before an addition could be constructed. |
also told him that several years ago a homeowner in the 400 block of Murdock Road
had requested such a variance and was denied. Unfortunately the DeMallie’s did not
check with Baltimore County Zoning about setback requirements and the need for a
variance either before buying the house or before contracting for the work to be done.
| and many others do not agree that the DeMallie’s have demonstrated unreasonable
hardship or practical difficulty for receiving a variance [307.1] to build this massive
addition. What hardship is there in walking from their new kitchen to their dining
room. Is it worse than the walk to the breakfast room which is no closer? £seq invlve
Furthermore, one does not need 150 square feet for eating breakfast. Their hardship Seve~{
is merely a difference in life style. Steps,

Their solution, to build a 150 square foot addition onto the back of their home,
will lead to a deterioration in the quality of life for myself and my family. The lengths
of their garage wall {19’8"), the parking pad (8}, and the 10 foot length of the
addition effectively creates a wall for 76% of the length of the property line. This
picture [Present PHOTO E] shows just how close this wall will be to our property.
When we took this picture the end of the stick measured 2 1/2 feet from the property
line. Recently we were told that the wall will be set back an additional 6 inches. It's
still very close-- one small azalea bush away from our backyard. This wall will block
air flow to our home at 325 Murdock Road. In the hot summer months we will not
be able to enjoy cooling breezes from the west in our yard, on our porch or through
the dining room windows. We especially enjoy these breezes in the evening after
coming home from work. The decreased ventilation will interfere with dissipation of
smoke and fumes from summer grills and other air polluting devices. The heat from
their air conditioner [EXHIBIT 1] directed at our porch and its accompanying noise will
make it impossible for us to sit and talk quietly on this porch. If any other vents are
directed at our property, we will feel like we have become the garbage dump for 323
Murdock Road. Proper zoning is supposed to protect residents from such abuses by
neighbors.

FILE:H_841201.MV1 9
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Furthermore, the height of this structure [whether it be 9 to 11 feet or 10 to
12 1/2 feet] in concert with its 10 foot length and the massive size of the garage will
interfere with adequate light and air [502.1.f1 by blocking the western sunlight during
the afternoon. In summer the increased duration of shade produced by this addition
will affect the type of plants which can be cultivated in the back yard limiting
gardening to predominantly shade plants. In fall and winter it will interfere with light
to the kitchen and house. An example of the extent of shadow already cast by the
two car garage is shown in this picture. [Present PHOTOQ F] 1t was taken around 4:30
P.M. in early October. The north east corner of the garage is 15 feet from the edge
of the porch steps of 326 Murdock. The shadow of the garage with a roof height
similar to that of the addition falls b feet from the back face of 3250yurg0’95§%%%94
The addition which will protrude 10 feet into the rear yard space, veitl produce a
shadow which will fall over the entire porch and over most of the dining room
window. Gloomy darkness will descend much sooner for this household if this
addition goes up. We must all remember, living in an inside row house is like living
in a tunnel. There is light only at the ends. Reducing light further will be unhealthy
for the occupants of this home. 1for example work all day in an office and labs where
there are no windows. | crave what sunlight | can enjoy on my weekends at home.
Even though | may spend most of my time in the kitchen or dining room, the light
coming in those windows is very important for me.

There is also concern about the direction of drainage of water from the
roof. The property of 325 Murdock Road already drains the water from the three
attached houses. Water from the roof of the large addition if directed towards the
adjacent property at 325 Murdock could oversaturate the soil, possibly-leading to
water in the basement of,th%’”ﬁopertv with potential for mold growth leading to
respiratory problems for the occupants of this dwelling.

iy pote ey

b

| T

FILE:H_941201.MV1 10



Case No. 95-104-Alltem 105)
Carol L. Zielke, aggrieved party
326 Murdock Rd.

Baltimore, Md. 21212

| have spoken how this addition affects my family personally, but more
importantly | think this hearing must address the appropriateness of the architectural
design of this addition within the community and how this addition brings injury to
public health, safety and the general welfare of the community. | will first address the
appropriateness of the architectural design.

ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN

Let us look at pictures taken at the site and at a 3 dimensional model of the
addition in relationship to its site, the houses and the other accessory buildings.
[Scale 1 ¢cm to 1 foot]

To the Zoning Commissioner: We have also prepared photographs of the model for
submission to your files if this would be preferred by you.

My arguments are based on Section 304.2.B.2 of the Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations [1987 Edition, Revised November, 1992] which states that
appropriateness shall be evaluated based upon one or more architectural design
elements or aspects.

[Note: After | speak, Don Gerding, representing the Rodgers Forge Community Association, will present cases from the Court
of Appeals which relate directly to the apprapriateness of these arguments as applied to cases in the Rodgers Forge
Community.’ 3}

This picture represents the two-car garage [Present PHOTO G] located on the
property at 323 Murdock Rd. A similar garage is shared by the properties of 325 and
327 Murdock Road. There is also a photo showing the open character of the rear
yard of 323 Murdock Road [Present PHOTO HI.

Let us go now to a three dimensional model of the site as it currently exists.
Notice first the bulk of the two-car garage at 323 Murdock Rd which in combination
with the equally bulky two-car garage shared by 325 and 327 Murdock Rd blocks in
the yard of the property of 325 Murdock [304.2.B.2.b]. It creates a very narrow,
dark back yard between the two garages. [Present MODEL & PHOTOS I-L] Se¢e T,

There is an architectural rhythm [304.2.B.2.c] generated by the small 5 x 8
original porches on each of the 5§ homes in this group [See Photos | & K]. Only the

"Alpern
2Ingolia
SKirkty

FILE:H_941201.MV1 11



Case No. 95-104-Alitem 106)
Caral L. Zislka, aggrieved party
326 Murdook Rd,

Baltimore, Md. 21212

first three are shown. These porches do not impose any further bulk into the site and
they provide unimpeded site line for everyone in this group of houses.

Furthermore, the continuity of the adjacent backyards with the large side yard
at 323 Murdock provide the residents of the five house a degree of planned openness
that eliminates any feeling of crowding.

Now we replace the small porch at 323 Murdock Road with the structure
proposed by the owners of this home. [See Photos J & L]

The architectural rhythm is immediately broken [304.2.B.2.c] by the
considerable bulk [304.2.B.2.c) added to the site. This has a major impact on the
yard of 326 Murdock Road. For the latter property you might as well be putting a
brick wall along the western side of this yard. Seventy-five percent of the western
edge is now building, It’s Urbanscape for the owners of this property. Firtlonmorg A
fects Vhe it Aine oo ot Vhr Properten caet of iF

The size of this addition is so massive in relationship to the site and other
structures at the site, that no matter where one places it, it looks WRONG!!!

a.;(c,{.‘ {f‘tﬂ?(ve

Anfinal point regarding architectural design is that the all wood and glass
construction of this addition with its non-slate roof is out of character with the
existing —sﬁ% in the neighborhood which are built of brick and slate
[304.2.B.2.11. ‘

—>
élierThe petitioners heste presented as support for their case thet=there=are 8
additions in the old section of Rodgers Forge which are a size comparable to their
proposed addition.4lt is unlikely that any of these structures would meet the current
architectural desig/h regulations of Baltimore COuNty.whicbe were wist: botes b /972,

%‘1 w&-a’re_. oY Mwééw'w:u‘s M Ay % ,CJr'alawn/m” wxm/nam./
aved  Aoo w:ﬁ%ﬂd’lﬁeff% oo r‘o{ breadraest Vo ceslo! A Zic&éﬂdf-u/.
trwerer O /! %d /f—f‘ hio G—zle/f'/,'cn % ,&énw,//‘: Peeang
/L%%A’?""ﬁbfw ijz”'“’\’& core. Vo W‘t7ﬁ“ Cernctrmra, ‘% ’
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Case No, 96-104-Afltem 105}
Carol L. Zislke, aggrieved party
326 Murdock Rd.

Baltimora, Md, 21212

THE DELETERIOUS EFFECTS ON THE COMMUNITY

In planned communities such as Redgers Forge zoning regulation for backyard
and side yard set backs preserves open areas which are a critical part of the overall
architectural design of the community. It is important to maintain these open areas
as they impact on the physical and mental health, safety, and public welfare of
everyone in the community.

With respect to health,adequate ventilation and sunlight are important. Certain /W
social issues are also important. These include individual privacy which is maintained WW 1y
by the lack of windovys facing laterally towards the yards. The lack of intrusion Ia/ M
buildings also allows neighbors to get to know one another over the back fence./'ﬁﬁs ¢
prevents some of ther}alienation common to modern urban life, Without these open

areas a row house community would be like a high-rise apartment building lying on its
side! T

The open rear yards contribute to our safety, preventing the spread of fire by
literally providing a fire lane - no fuel, no fire.

In our community crime is a major concern to everyone. An unimpeded sight
line makes it possible for neighbors to keep an eye on a vacationing neighbor’s
property to reduce the|probability of burglaries. Massive additions intrude into the site
line making it easier for prowlers to hide.

With Respect to General Welfare the open yards maintain propciggy values since
the community looks|less urban and less congested. Furthsrmere; these property
values are dependent on buyers perceiving our community as being a safe place to

lives e trtesory of Hoo romrn dc Lt e
5}; vk et teraf iidpeit s : M/OM home . . o Mo &

6;/@;-”/7@& 94 //m%/
(2l P Dot
%érwjz L e ) /2~&/~?f/

FILE:H_941201.MV1 13



November 3, 1994
325 Murdock Road -
Baltimore, MD 21212

_Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director
Zoning Administration
‘and.Development Management:
Baltimore County Office Building
111 wWest Chesapeake Ave,
Towson, MD 21204 '

Dear Mr. Jablon.
‘Enclosed is a copy of a latter sent to the |egal counsel for-
Case # 95-104-A (item 105) which goes to hearing on
“November 10, 1994. The couinty failed to post the DeMalhe
property for the requufed 15 days
Smcerely yours

[N %@m '-

ﬁéw?

Carol L. Zielke-
Horst R, Zielke




November 3, 1994
325 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212

Mr. J. Michael Lawlor
606 Baltimore Avenue
Suite 204

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. Lawlor:

We understand that you are the legal representative for Mr. and Mrs.
Craig DeMallie of 323 Murdock Road in Baltimore County who are requesting
a variance in the 50 foot rear-yard sethack for their property for purpose of an
addition (BCZ Case # 95-104-A (ltem No. 105},

This letter is to inform you that for various reasons your clients
property was not properly posted by Baltimore County Zoning for the required
15 day public posting time prior to their hearing on this variance request. The
sign was not posted until Wednesday, Navember 2, 1294 which represents
only an eight day posting before the November 10th hearing date. Your
clients need to be aware of this and that in all fairness they have a right to a
15 day public posting.

Sincerely yours,

Carol L. Zielke
Horst R. Zielke

cc to: Arnold Jablon, Director
Zoning Administration and
Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building
111 W, Chesapeake Ave.
Towson, MD 21204
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October 7, 1994

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
County Office Building

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Dear Mr. Jablon:

We are writing to formally request a public hearing for
Case #95-104-A. This case concerns a property at 323 Murdock Road
owned by Mr. and Mrs. Craig DeMallie who desire a reduction in their
backyard setback from 50 feet to 39 feet. This variance will have a
major impact on our property which shares a common wall with
theirs. The proposed structure will be approximately two feet from
our property. We strongly feel that this case deserves a public
hearing.

We are enclosing a check for $40.00 to cover the processing of

this request.
Sincerely yours,
Bt M,
Comte £ Gl

H. Ronald Zielke
Carol L. Zielke
Legal owners , of
325 Murdock Rd.

<3 Baltimore, MD. 21212
E@EHWE Phone: 706-6911 W; 377-2169 H
0CT 11 1994

ZADM
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Law Offices ?{Z

MICHAEL P. TANCZYN, P.A.
Suite 106, 606 Baltimore Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 296-8823 - (410) 296-8824
Fax: (410) 296-8827
Computer Fax: (410) 296-2848

January 16, 1995

Honorable Timothy Kotroco

Deputy Zoning Commissioner S
Old Courthouse 5 5} o i }F“ﬁ“‘“‘“““{‘g
400 Washingtcn Avenue ;; HERE S .
Towson, MD 21204 %é ? “‘é ; .

Re:  Case No. 95-104-A P S
323 Murdock Road R .

Dear Mr. Kotroco:

I know that the hearing has closed some time ago and that your Decision is imminent, if
not made already.

I am writing to make you gware that as of December 23, 1994 the Rogers Forge
Community Association, in settlement of other litigation, issued the enclosed letter for what is
noé Case No. 95-222-A indicating heir approval of a larger structure with skylights to be added
tot ar of a Rogers Forge towrihome not far from the DeMallie’s. As you can tell from the
letter, Rogers Forge has no objection to the Variance and they have developed new architectural
standards since their testimony before you.

We therefore submit this for your consideration,

Very truly yours,

\ ‘Y‘e —
MLAN O

Michael P. Tanczy

MPT/ed
Enclosure
cc:  Mr. J. Donald Gerding
Mr. & Mrs, Craig DeMallie



A ne Koagely I'0or8e LomGUnity, Inc.

AN ORGANIZATION OF THE RESIDENTS OF RODGERS FORGE
BALTIMORE, MD, 21212

Dacember 23, 1994

Mr. Raymond J. Peroutka
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Re: ' Proposed Enclosure
Dear Mr. Paroutka:

. The Rodgers Forge Community, Inc. (the “Assoclation”), acting through Its
Board of Governors and its architectural committee, has reviewed, in detail, the plans
that you submitted for the. enclosure of the porch at the rear of your home at 220
Dunkirk Road. Members of the architectural committes also met with you to discuss
these plans. Coples of the plans for the proposed enclosure submitted by you and
considered by the Board are attached.

This letter is to inform you that the committee approves your plans for the
proposed enclosure,  Accordingly, no officer or member of the Assoclation’s Board of
Governors, elther individually or on behalt of the Association, will oppose your
application for a zoning varlance for the' proposed enclosure, provided that your
application is consistent with the attached plans.

The Assoclation appreciates your efforts to design your enclosure so that it Is
consistent with the architectural characteristics :of the community, and the time and
patlence you took to explain your design to the archltectural committee.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Architectural Committes,
Board of Governors,
Rodgers Forge Community, Inc.

Josgph A, Guzinski

co: Honey Holston, President
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VARIANCE HEARING

Case Number: 95-104-A (ltem 105)

Property owners: Craig and Suzanne DeMallie

Location: 323 Murdock Road

Regarding: Variance to allow a rear yard setback (for an addition) of 39 feet

in lieu of the required 50 feet.

— - — — — m—— m— o e e e —ml e b brm e e mw mmm mmm mw e mme mmm e e wem s T e mem mmm mm M mmm m

e e e B~ T e e e

Hearing: Thursday December 1, 1994 at 2 PM
Room 106 Baltimore County Office Building
111 West Chesapeake Ave.
Towson

This building is immediately across the street from the old Court House in Towson.
There is a parking garage on the corner of Susquehana and Washington.

Please come.

e . mm mmm mm rm mm et et gyt Emm e e e mmm mmm m mmr —— = == T —m b o L MR MR TR P Mo I oD o =

= I —a— I — A = e e I I e

The hearing date can be confirmed by calling 887-3391 on the morning of
December 1, 1994.

e S e T o B i B e R i =l e B S T S B~ S ]

Address written communication to:

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attention: Gwen Stephens

The salutation should be simply Dear Zoning Commissioner:

7 @JC;%

3RS /7?(#-:/0
397-2/67
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Laurernice S. Fogelson
Kathleen G. Adams
401 Murdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212

Phone: 410-377-8339

November 9,1994

Zoning Commissioner

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

We are writing concerning Case #95-104-A (Item 105). This is an application for a rear setback variance
from Craig and Suzanne DeMaillie for the property a 323 Murdock Road. As we understand the
application, it requests a variance to construct an addition that will extend ten feet from the rear of the
house toward the alley. It will also extend the width of the house.

We are opposed to the granting of this variance for the following reasons:

1. It would be the only addition within sight of our residence that extends that far from the rear of
the house. It would adversely alter our view of the area., Its appearance would be completely out of
character with any other rear yard visible to us.

2. Since there is no other rear addition of that magnitude visible to us, granting this variance would
set a bad precedent, as it would likely lead to other requests that are also out of character. Such a
variance is particularly onerous for an end-of-group, wherein interior homes would have their light and
air, as well as their ambiance, diminished or blocked.

3. In reducing visibility through the rear area of the homes on the block, such a structure would also
reduce security in our commuunity where residents are diligent in "watching out” for each other,

We therefore urge that this variance be denied. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Kathlee, L,Adams
/

, i
,
)( !
5

. s
(_Jsaurence S.Fogelson

cc: Jean Duvall - RFCA
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Dear Zoning Commissioner,

While I personally have been a permanent resident of Rodgers Forge for
only the past six months, I have become very fond of the beauty, quiet and
openness of this area. My wife has lived in this house for twenty-five years
and there is no where else she would rather live. Stuck between the
development of northern Baltimore city and the urban transformation of
Towson; Rodgers Forge, Stoneleigh and the nearby areas are prime examples
of what a suburban area should be: Clean, safe, green and home to , good
schools, friendly neighbors and small community merchants. It is what
other neighborhoods strive for, but fail to produce in this modern world.

An integral part of the atmosphere of Rodgers Forge, to be sure, are the
simple, well kept and unified homes. Unlike the modern day cheap, hastily
built "cookie-cutter” or sprawling multi-colored housing developments, the
brick homes of ours and our neighbors provide a simple, attractive elegance
all their own. True, each home has it's differences in decorative features or
small changes in landscaping. However the basic layout of the homes and
yards remains constant, complementing each other without any property
overshadowing the other. People live here to enjoy the view of their
neighbors properties, not to isolate themselves into small blocks of oversized
houses on small lots.

I am personally opposed to the idea of neighbors building large
additions. The back yards of this neighborhood promote relaxation and
interaction within the community, while a confining structure will not only
destroy a neighbors view, but also promote urbanization of other
surrounding properties. It would be easy to use the argument of this is only
one property out of many, or the addition is small. But once a precedent is
established, the laws and regulations of a community are easily bent further.
Please deny the variance being submitted by the residents of 323 Murdock
Road, and help keep our community standards just that, a standard.

Thank you )
%rlstopher and Linda lller

405 Murdock Road
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420 Murdock Road
Baltimroe, MD 21212
November 4, 1994

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is written concerning the reported request for an addition to property
in the 300 block cf Murdock Road, Rogers Forge, but it reflects my opinion of
additions to property in Rogers Forge in general., 1 wish to state that I do

not have first hand information on the addition requested nor do I know the
property owner(s).

I have lived in Rogers Forge since 1960, the first two years in the 400 block
of Register Aveneue and the remainder of that time in the 400 block of Murdock
Road.

I wish to state that T am opposed to any additions to existing properties in
Rogers Forge which in any way alter the alr flow patterns and ventilation ox
the distribution of sunlight to neighboring property. I also think it unfair
for a visual barrier to be created only several feet from an adjoining home.

1 hope that these opinions wlll be taken into consideration when decisions are

made concerning alterations to properties in Rogers Forge, Thank you for your
ocnslderation of these matters.

Sincerely yoyrs,

Karl H, Weaver
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220 Murdock Rd.

Baltimore, Md. R1g12
Nov., 5, 1994
zoning Commissiviier of
Baltimore County
111 West Chesapeake Ave.
Towson, md, <1204
Re: (Casge Number; 95 104 &4 (Item 105)
283 Muruock R ‘
S8/8 Murdock Rd., 288' B of SEC Murdock and
Dorking Road . _ i .
4th Electzon District 9th Councilmanic District .
Legal Owner: Craig R, DeMallie & Suzanne R. DeMallie

This letter will serve as a protest to the

approval of a Variance (for an additionﬂ to the

propsrty identified as

a3 Murdock Rd,, Balto., Md. 31312.

Yours truly,
1] g ssy i@

gé%:fztif/( gsatt and

Betty V. ansatt

Qwners and Re31dents at
30 Murdock R

Baltimore, Md "bizig
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312 Overbrook Rocad
Baltimore, MD 21212
November 7, 1994

Re: 323 Murdock Road
Case # 95-104A
Item # 105

To Whom It May Concern:

The integrity of Rodgers Forge is built on its decades of
strict aesthetic conformance.

I strongly oppose the granting of a variance from 50 feet to
39 feet for a rear-yard setback on 323 Murdock Road.

A variance such as the one requested is certain to have a
cumulative detrimental impact on the entire neighborhood.

Whereas I am quite certain all Rodgers Forge residents would
enjoy a larger eat-in kitchen such as the one the petitioners
desire, the community's integrity is at stake. We all moved into
the neighborhood understanding that we lived in row houses and
understood the ramifications--both positive and negative.

Newer residents must come to appreciate that row-house
living is unlike any other. BAn enlarged room for one home
affects the light, ventilation, and view of others. As a
community, the comfort of one family cannot override the needs of
the larger community.

Please consider the needs of 1,700 families over the desires
of one. Please deny the variance request on 323 Murdock Road.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
O&M&WW
Debra Mitchell

312 Overbrook Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
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*C}\m% 312 Murdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212
November 8,1994

Zoning Administration and Deveiopment Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 1089

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Case Number : 95-104-A (item 105)

Property owners: Craig and Suzanne DeMallie

Location : 323 Murdock Rd.

Regarding : Varijance to allow a rear yard setback (for

an addition) of 39 feet in lieu of the
required 50 feet.

Dear Zoning Commissioner,

I would Tike to express my opposition to the reguested
variance of 50 feet from the alley, in order to construct an
addition., It is not in keeping with the character of the
Rodgers Forge heighborhood. Also, I live in an inside group
house, next to an end-of-group and I would not be very
pleased if my neighbors were to add an extension to their
house.

Sincerely,

sdud . Conyan s

dith N. Conners

NOV 16 1994

ZAIDM



Coganh i 322 Dunkirk Road
i a Baltimore, MD 21212
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ZDN‘NQE’QN{X December 4, 1994

Mr. Timothy Kotroko

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

RE: Case Number 95-104-A (Item 105)
Dear Mr. Kotroko:

I have lived in Rodgers Forge for seven years, four years at
126 Murdock Road, a middle of group, and since then in an end-
of-group identical to, and directly across the alley from the
DeMallies, at 322 Dunkirk Road. I do not know Craig and Suzanne
DeMallie, and I have only just met Carol and Ron Zielke in
connection with this variance hearing.,

T would like to make several points in opposition to the
DeMallie's proposed addition to their house:

Were T to be in the Zielke's position, living in a middle of
group, and the DeMallies were to congtruct their addition, I
would have to move. The reduction in the amount of afternocon
light entering my home would severely affect my health. T was
diagnosed in 1985 with Seasonal Affective Disorder. Every autumn
and winter I descend into a severe depression due to the reduced
amount of sunlight at this time of the year. This syndrome is
estimated to affect approximately 20% of the population at our
lattitude, and is largely unrecognised and undiagnosed. Evergreen
trees in the front yard of my neighbors at 124 Murdock cast
shadows on my windows from early afternoon, reducing sunlight
summer as well as winter. This is the reason I moved to my
current location which is a much brighter home, affording me
both a southern and a western exposure.

Second: I take great pleasure in raising my own cut flowers
and organic vegetables in the summer, as well as enjoying many
hours soaking up the sun in my back yard. The structure which
the DeMallies are proposing will rob the zielkes' backyard of
much of its direct afternoon sunlight, making it necessary to
switch to low-light landscaping, and virtually impossible to
grow tomatoes and other sun-loving vegetables. Were my own
neighbors to construct such an addition on their house the
daylight reaching my garden would also be greatly curtailled,
thuls reducing the produce and flowers I could grow, and the
enjoyment I take in my yard.

T chose to live in Rodgers Forge despite the drawbacks of reduced
direct sunlight inside the home, and the tiny yards because
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I wanted to buy a home and settle in a strong, stable, cohesive
community where I would be able to make new friends and have
a sense of belonging, a rare commodity in a large city.

When I first considered buying a home in Rodgers Forge I asked
for a copy of the covenants because I was concerned about this
very issue. I knew of my need for light and the pleasure I take
from my garden. I chose to move to the Forge for many reasons,
and I felt the covenants would protect me from any undue
surprises with respect to new construction around my home. Now
it comes as a shock to learn that not even the zoning commission
of Baltimore County will protect me by enforcing its own code.
It is my understanding of the code that variances are only
granted for cases of hardship or demonstrable need. The greater
hardship I perceive is that imposed on the Zielkes and on the
entire community of Rodgers Fordge, should a precedent be set

by the granting of this variance.

It became clear to me during the December 1, 1994 hearing, which
I attended in its entirety, that the DeMallies are basing their
request for a variance on the hardship imposed on them by the
small size of their kitchen and the need to modernize and enlarge
it. Yet they have already, according to testimony, spent $10,000
to remodel the kitchen. They state that they do not intend to
put any kitchen appliances in their proposed addition, only,

at most, a television. They claim to require the addition as

a breakfast room because they do not wish to eat breakfast in
their 'formal dining room', or to "toss a salad on the dining
table". It is clear that the only hardship would be the
requirement of using their dining room and living room for the
purposes intended. I think the DeMallies want an informal family
room/den in addition to the 14' x 20' living room and 14' x

11' dining room they already have. They say they wish to keep
their dining room formally appointed for entertaining guests.

Is this worth alienating practically the entire community of
Rodgers Forge?

Sincerely,

Rovica anschod

Adrien Rothschild



E
[,’

+

T T

Mark H Kendall
223 Regester Ave.,
Ba'vmaore, MDD 21212

Timothy Kotroco,

Deputy Zowmng Commssioner
Zoning Administration and Deveopment Mansgement ' ﬁE% @"E “w E
Bultimore County Office Buding

111 West Chesapeske Avenue
Nov 3 01894

Towson, MD 2i204

FAX No 887-1408 W
1&\\]%

Re Cpge Number 95-108-1 (lgw. 1805
f.ovatton 323 Murdock Koad

Drear My Kotroco

As i resident of Kodgers Forne b am wrilihg {0 ospo s By eopostlinil & e oguest for g
variunee 1o sHow a reduced o vard sedack at the aboswe eferenced proporr R-s:‘?;»:,\ i Forpe 1s
avery densul, developed « - iy wie sy sdditions o e rem fuoades e e Apimigs

will have #n sdverse dnpac. oo 00 ol and venilaaon te o it o s
¥, J b

A vananee 1o educy the reguired 00T setbnch » ok wta precadent S et
de. s opieent and will affect propeity vaiues in the et bl ad

Sincerely,

Macte Fooldf

Mark H. Kendall
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October 10, 1994

Stephanie Miller
225 Hopkina Road
Baltimors, Md. 21212

Mr. Arnclid Jablou

Zoning Administration & Development Mgt.
Baltimore County Office Bldg., Room 104
111 W. Chesapeake Ave,

Towson, MD. 21204

Dear Mr. Jablou,

T am writing on behalf of my neighbors, myself, and for all
future residents of Rodgers PForge. The concern:

CASE NUMBER: 95-104-A (Item 105)

323 Murdock Road

8/8 Murdock Road, 282" E of SEC Murdock and Dorking Road
4th Election District - 9th Couneilmanic Digtrict

Legal Owner: Craig R DeMallie & Buzanne R. DeMallie

I would like to state my objections to the DeMallie s proposed
addition to their house. My strongest objection is that it
violates the Rodgers Forge Covenant. If they want to do something
which is presently against the code, they need to do that by
working with ares residents to change the cods. The code is not
carved in stons.

Their proposed addition will diminish the pleasure area resldents
now enjioy being outside in thelr yards. View is obstructed, less
sunlizht makes the enjoyment of gardening something of the past,
Tt alienates neighbors from one another and makes it difficult to
watch a neighbor s droperty when they are away.

I think it ultimately destroys the outward physical harmony of
the neighborhood. People must realize that the residents of
Rodgers Forge have a history of wanting to keep a certain look
about the Forge. If potential home buyers who are consldering a
move into the area somehow object to this code perhaps they need
to first congider living elsewhere, or like I said, work with the
community to change the code. Right now their plans are in direct
violation of that code.

Please consgilder these objections when making vour declsion.

Sincerely, .
k;ﬁéZé;kﬂﬁ;mntf ;%&(Z%L/

Stephanie Miller



TG E2 L

Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County 10/24/94
ZAIM

111 West Chesapeake Ave

Room 109

Towson, MD 21204

Dear Zoning Comiissioner:

Re: Case #95-104A(Item 105)
323 Murdock Road
Craig and Suzamme DeMallie

We are writing to you as concerned neighbors in Rodgers Forge. We are against
the proposed addition to the above property because it would violate the
neighborhood covenants and it would have an adverse effect on the general
appearance of houses in the area.

We have lived in Rodgers Forge for over 10 years. Even though the zoning
request states that similar structures already exist, we are not aware of any
in the immediate area surrounding our home and the DeMallie's. Both of our
homes are in the older section of the neighborhood. We have seen some of the
additions built on homes in the "newer" sections of the Forge; however, these
examples do not represent the 'spirit' of the original builders of this
neighborhood.

The proposed addition would block available sunlight, airflow and open space
to the owners of 325 Murdock Road. A 2 car garage which already exists in the
backyard of 323 Murdock Road compounds the above problems. We sympathize with
the residents of 325 Murdock Road--we would be very dissatisfied if our next
door neighbors built a addition which effectively "walled off" our backyard.

In general, the homes in our area are very well-maintained and the property
values remain steady. We have noticed and appreciated the way the DeMallie's
have fixed up the exterior of their home; however, we are against any addition
to an already roomy home in a neighborhood which, by its nature, requires us
to live very close to others.
Thank you for hearing our viewpoints on this matter.

Sincerely,

skip and Harriet Hardy

318 Murdock Road
\FCEVE])
Bt ,

Baltimore, MD 21212
i, NJI
0cT 26 1994

ZADM




November 9, 1994

Mr. Arnold Jablou, Director
Zonlng AdmInlstration

and Development Management
Baltilmore County Offlce Bullding
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear M{. Jablou:

i RE: CASE NUMBER: 95-104A (Item 105)

| 323 Murdock Road

I am strongly agalnst the proposed addition to the above-mentloned
property. First of all, it is against the Rodgers Forge Covenants,
And, furthermore, [t will greatly reduce the lack of open space

to thls particular block of houses, Immensely affect the air flow
(especlally when grilling outdoors), sunllght will be blocked to
the ne'ghboring houses which could also have an effect on outdoor
gardening. And, for those of us who care enough to keep an eye

out for anythlng suspiclous taking place on our neighbors' properties,
this addition would deflnitely hinder that effort.

Pleaseiconslder my thoughts when arrlving at a decislon.

vy e

Nancy Love
313 Hopklns Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
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Summation of presentation of protestant Rodgers Forge Comtaunity Assn., Inc.
ase Number 395-104-4 (item 105) December &, 1894

J. Donald Gerding: Board of Governors

335 Old Trail, Baltimore, taryland 21212

The Petitioner’s testimony on this variance hearing failed - in our belief- to prove the
County’s well established standards of practical need or evidence of hardship. i
their testimony the DeMallies basic justification for the requested variance for an
addition addresses the matter of their style of living and of convenience for informal
meals and breakfast. It seemed, from their testimony - that the Demallies would not
satiously consider othar afternative solutians from within the existing & bedroom, 3
staty end of group home thatwas canstructed hyJames Keelly, deveioper, ina
community designed with an “over-ali-scheme” and “architectural unifarmity”.

We pointio numerous positions by the DeMallies’ aftornay, Michael Tancyn,
when he was a board member and president of Rodgers Forge Community during a
period of approximately 1975 - 1951 - to protect the “architectural uniformity” of the
cotmtmunity. Quotes from tha published newsletter of Rodgers Forge Community by
Michael Tancyn are as follows:

August*7a: “to all residents, Thanks o the nice lady who took most of the
fence -the big fence - down. We appreciate your cooperation.”

October*79: “fram the President - “cooperation fram the community on

following the covenants ™
January ‘80: “Who’s - who announced that David Mister to be chair of Building

e 3E

Rastrictions and Zoning Cormittes

March“ag: reguests for approval of external improvemment projects - “Fram
time to time an article hits the Newsletter describing what exterior improvements have
fa be cleared with the Board of Governars hefare the improvements are actually
hegun™

July “80: “From the President” - “FPeople are taking an active interestin
maintainingtheir properties and the number of requests for Board approval of exterior
improvement projects continually rises. We thank you all for your coperation.”

tAr. Tancyn was president from fall ‘79 through fall ‘80 and 2. board member for
four years . We'in the community find it dificult to hear a fomer resident, board
member and president espouse the pasition of breaking with the community
“developmment schame = and “architectural uniformity.”

Our opening statement cited sevearal cases that upheld the Rodgers Forge
Community position an architectural uniformity in the CB& of Baltimore County and
Mr. Tancyn offers one case (#86-212-a July 1936)0nly in the presantation favoring
the Dehdallies’ position for variance and hefore the CEA the Dissent Opinion makes
strong points in favar of the RFC Inc. position to deny and points out Anderson vs.
Board of Appeals 22 Md 28- 11347 affer the fact that “Petiioner must establish that his
variance 15 justified under the standards enunciated in Anderson. itis also pointed
aut that “this wstiication for the variance goes only to a matter of convenience and
not substantial need, which has been held by the Courts to be Insufficient 1o justity
the granting ofthe vanance. See Carney v3. City of Baltimore, 201 Md. 130 (1952},

At issue is practical needor evidence of hardship, neither ofwhich were
aroved by testimony. The RFC inc. also advances tha long recoghized issue of
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“architectural uniformity” of the original development scheme. Again, itis generally
agreed that the coutt recognizes that an exceplion or violation of the standards doas
not excuse the elimination ofthe standards or overrule the scheme of devalopment.
The variance requested WILL have a NEGATIVE impact upon the overall
devejopment standard and scheme of the community.

We also cite the nineteen reidents who attended the hearing wishing to speak
and due to the length of petitioner’s counsel cross of Mrs. Zielke, were unabie to
voice their opposition with the exception  oftwo residents who did speak. Atthis
paint in time there are an file & minimum of thirteen letters from community residents
who state their opposition and join in the protest. There could possibly he more letters
of opposition and  filed that at this time we are unaware of.

Itis, therefore, the position of the Board of Governors of RFC, Inc. that the
petition for varance in Case Number 9995- 104-A {ltem 108) for 323 Murdock Road

he denied.
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CASE # 95-104-A
Sharon Hewitt

219 Overbrook Rd.
Baltimore, Md. 21212
(Rodgers Forge)

11/9/94
Baltimore County Commission of Planning and Zoning
Room 109
11 West Chesapeake Ave.
Towson, Md
21204

Dear Commissioner:

Please disallow the petition by owners Craig and Suzanne DeMollie
at 323 Murdoch Rd. for a variance to allow a rear yard set back (for an
addition) of 39 feet, in lieu of the required 50 feet.

My reasons are three:

* Safety. There is already a large garage in this yard and the
change would leave only 10 feet of open space in neighboring yards, not
enough for row house dwellers to see clearly out of their own restricted
space and to be able to assess alley traffic or the presence of intruders.

*Health. Ventiliation will be much reduced by a wall on the
property fine of the neighbor's back yard. Heat and pollution are a serious
concern in densely built row house neighborhoods.

*Quality of life. The visual effect of such a wall and of an
addition not in character with the existing construction is unpleasant. It
lowers the resale value of surrounding properties. Reduced light in those
surrounding yards means gardening is severely curtailed. Interior light is
already low in row houses, by definition, and should not be futher lowered,
since human psychological affect is directly related to the amount of
light, especially in winter months.

A disturbing movement towards selfish priorities on the part of
citizens, a lack of concern for community values, should not he encouraged
by allowing this variance.

Thank you for your consideration, <
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J. R, OWENS CORPORATION ¥ &

Phone: (410) 752-3068

Fax: (410) 385-2519

MHIC #22591

10 E, Chase Street ¢ Baltimore, MD « 21202-2517

November 21, 1994

Mt. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 W. Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Md. 21204

Dear Zoning Comimnissioner:

1 am writing you regarding Case #95-104-A (Item 105); Craig and Suzanne DeMallie,
323 Murdock Road, variance to allow a rear yard setback for an addition of 39 feet in lieu of the
required 50 feet. [ am a homeowner in the area and I strongly disagree that there should be any
zoning changes for a house of this size in this area. I would very much prefer that they stay
within the original set back lines. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincergly,

JR. Owens
President
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401 Dumbarton Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212
November 22, 1994

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

Attention: Gwen S5Stephens
Re: Case # 95-104-1 {(item 105)

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

I am writing in reponse to the above proposed addition, and
to comment on the inappropriatness of such an addition in a row
house community. .

Our family has lived in Rodgers Forpge for 18 years, and we
feel very strongly that additions onto these homes are not in the
best interest of the neighborhood. This particular home, of the
DeMallie's, has a double garage in the backyard. Their proposed
addition will extend nearly to that existing garage.....cutting
off all airflow to it’s neighbors on the East and, not to mention
that visability would be greatly impaired.

I understand their reason for the addition is inadequate
space in the kitchen for appliances. Might I suggest that they ,
living in a 5 bedroom, have the largest homes, and kitchens in
the community. Please suggest that they vigit the Aherns 1in the
300 block of Dumbarton. They have an identical house, and have
installed an incredible kitchen, without an addition, The Aherns
are a family of 6, I understand the DeMallie’'s are a couple!!!

Row house owners have certain obligations to their
neighbors that single home owners do not. Because of our limited
space, we all try +to be more considerate of noise, privacy and
just plain usage of common sense, Please, do not approve this
addition. I would hate to see what could happen to a community
iike ours if these additions were to go up willy nilly.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincere:Ly’ %

Chrlstlne M. Batten
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NOV 23 1994
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December 8, 1994
329 Murdock Rd.
Baltimore, Maryland 21212
Mr. Timothy Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Room 112; Old Courthouse
400 Washington Ave.
Towson, Maryland 21204
Dear Mr. Kotroco,

This letter is in reference to the variance hearing held on December 1, 1994
case # 95-104-A (Item 105), \

I am an eleven year resident of Rodgers Forge and was also a licensed real
estate agent for five of those years specializing in Rodgers Forge.

The information that follows come from the Greater Baltimore Board of
Realtors: The average price of a home in Rodgers Forge from November 1, 1993
until November 1, 1994 was $120,323 with a house with four or more bedrooms
being $141,144. (Note that two homes with five bedrooms sold at $154,900 and
$162,000.) These averages are $20,000 more than structurally similar
neighborhoods such as Loch Raven Village (average sale price $101,227 and
$120,000 respectively.) What keeps property values up and have stability in the
market even when real estate is depressed is its uniformity. This is uniformity in
architecture but yet having distinctive differences with bay windows, arches, tile or
stone porches. Additions on these homes break this uniformity.

. Asto the home in question (323 Murdock Rd.), many improvements were
made but most except for the kitchen were cosmetic and on resale the appraiser
would allow little or no increase in the value of the home,

Addressing the concern of young families not wanting to move into Rodgers
Forge due to unability to add on is unfounded. On two blocks of Murdock Road,
there have been at least five families with small children move in within the year.
BRuvers want Rodoers Foree due ta the stabilitv of the neichbothood notwhat @ = @ =002



additions can be acdded.

Also I wish to state my disapproval of photographs submitted on the home
owned by Carol Miller, I am appalled that this took place and would have felt
violated had it had been my home. We andour homes are not the home in question.

Thank-~you

7/4% wzmm @M

Norma Jean O'

7O SEM“‘ uv.\s g\}_ €. AEIE
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71 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
December 7, 1994

Mr. Timothy Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Room 112

0ld Court House

Baltimore County

Towson, MD 21204

Dear Mr. Kotroco:

SUBJECT: Case No. 95-104-A (Item 105)
Variance to allow rear yard setback for an addition at
323 Murdock Road

This letter is to express our concerns about the subject above. We
attended both hearings, with baby in tow, to protest this request
for variance, but we were unable to stay to express our opposition
verbally.

The proposed addition would be detrimental to the neighborhood and
the neighbors. It would violate the consistent appearance of the
architecture. A primary reason we choose to live here is this
consistent look, which contributes to the desirable lifestyle and
stable real estate values of the area. Living in such close
proximity to others, as we do in Rodgers FPorge, requires residents
to congider the effects on the neighbors of what one does to one’s
own property. This proposed addition is neither neighborly nor
considerate of others® environmental needs.

On a more personal level, our home is alsc next to an end of group,
80 we can identify with the protestants, Mr. and Mrs. Zielke. The
addition as described would be harmful to the environmental
conditions of an inside group home, blocking line of sight both
vertically and horizontally, cutting off sunshine and limiting
natural flow of air across backyards. Also, placement of the air
conditioner would create a lot of noise and hot air, which we find
objectionable. We can attest to the fact that it is possible for
more than one person to cook a meal--and feed three adults, a baby
in a highchair and a dog simultaneously--in a Rodgers Forge
kitchen! And ours is not a unique situationt!

We greatly object to this request for variance. We appreciate your
consideration of our concerns and look forward to your decision on
this matter. ; .

Sincerely,

Anne Fredenburg Dola
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This photo is a view from the
Mahoney's property which shows the
rear of our house and back yard as
well as our other adjacent neighbor (the
Zielkes) in the attached unit.

This is a close-up of the rear of our
house. The addition will begin at the
right of the small window and continue
15' to approx. 2' past the large
window. It will extend out to about 1°
past the edge of the concrete.
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This photo shows a view from our yard
into the Mahoney's.
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